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The planning and management of freshwater resources is crucial in intensively farmed areas, 
particularly where rainfall is erratic and there can be serious shortages for both irrigation and 
livestock. The Canterbury region on the eastern side of New Zealand’s South Island is one of 
the country’s most important agricultural areas, which in the last two decades has 
experienced widespread conversions to dairy farming alongside periods of drought. Concerns 
about water quality and disputes over water resources were key factors in the formulation of 
the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS), a collaborative approach to freshwater 
management. Such approaches are an increasingly popular response to dealing with complex 
resource management issues. This thesis focuses on the implementation of the CWMS in the 
Hurunui- Waiau Zone in north Canterbury. Drawing upon detailed field-based research 
among a range of stakeholders with different values and interests the complexity of 
freshwater management was revealed. While some significant progress has been made, there 
are some concerns about the effectiveness of the collaborative approach. The thesis concludes 
with a number of recommendations for the ongoing implementation of the CWMS. The 
research also has wider relevance across the Canterbury region and in other areas which are 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
The sustainable management of freshwater resources is widely recognized as an increasingly 
important challenge for decision-makers. In many parts of the world, land-use change and 
intensification are leading to the degradation of natural systems, including rivers and lakes. 
Collaborative and integrated management initiatives have become increasingly popular to try 
and manage resources that affect a wide range of different stakeholders with varied, and often 
competing, interests. In Canterbury, a region located on the eastern side of the South Island of 
New Zealand (Figure 1), the problem of freshwater management has become particularly 
severe. Rapid land-use change has increased demand for freshwater and led to higher levels 
of pollutants in many rivers. The Canterbury region stretches from the Waitaki River in the 
south to the northern reaches of the Kaikoura District, and from the Southern Alps in the west 
to the east coast of the South Island. The region is dominated by the open and flat Canterbury 
plains, and features many alpine-fed freshwater rivers. The climate is typically warm and dry, 
with several severe droughts having been experienced in recent years. 
 
     Figure 1: Map of Canterbury, New Zealand. 
    Source: localcouncils.govt.nz 
The Canterbury region is one of the country’s largest agricultural contributors. For many 
years, this contribution was made primarily by sheep farming, but in the last twenty years a 
rapid change in land-use has occurred, as dairy farming has intensified. This land-use change 
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has occurred throughout New Zealand, particularly in other regions such as Waikato and 
Southland, but has been most significant in Canterbury. The dairy boom has largely been 
driven by a desire for improved economic returns, and has been made possible in many cases 
by the provision of irrigation systems. Many parts of the region are extremely dry, and access 
to reliable irrigation is a vital component for successful dairy farming in Canterbury. The 
demand for water has grown and continues to grow, while the quality of many rivers has 
declined as a result of the rapid change in land-use. Issues of declining water quantity and 
quality associated with dairy farming intensification are well-documented (PCE, 2007; PCE, 
2013; PCE, 2015), and many attempts by farmers, environmentalists and central and local 
government to name a few, have been made. While the degrading quality of freshwater 
systems cannot be completely attributed to dairy farming, concerns about the expansion of 
the industry are widespread. However, dairy farming makes a significant contribution to New 
Zealand’s economy, giving the country a competitive edge in the global marketplace (New 
Zealand Treasury, 2016).  
The Hurunui District is located in North Canterbury (Figure 1 and Figure 2). The District 
begins just north of the Waimakariri River in the south and stretches as far north as the 
Hundalee Ranges, just south of Kaikoura. Like many parts of Canterbury, the District has a 
rich history of sheep-farming, and has experienced rapid land-use change to dairy farming in 
recent years. Due to the warm, dry climate, viticulture has also become a popular use of land 
in the District, especially in the Waipara Valley, where there are many renowned vineyards. 
Recently, some of the harshest droughts in Canterbury have occurred in Hurunui District. 
Freshwater availability is particularly important in the District due to the dry climate, which, 
according to long-term NIWA forecasts, will continue to get drier in eastern parts of the 
South Island as climate change progresses (NIWA, 2011). A severe drought has been 
experienced in the last three years in Canterbury, heavily impacting on farmers. The drought 
conditions are the worst that have been experienced since the 1980s, and have forced some 
farmers to take drastic action such as significantly reducing stock numbers (Stuff news 
website, 2016a).  
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Figure 2: Map of the Hurunui-Waiau Zone.   Source: Environment Canterbury 
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Issues of freshwater quality and quantity concern a wide range of different stakeholders and 
interested parties. Farmers, especially dairy farmers, and others in agricultural industries 
require reliable access to water for irrigation to sustain their livelihoods by maintaining or 
increasing productivity. The link between expanding irrigation systems and boosting regional 
and national economic growth has been acknowledged by central government. The 
government is enthusiastic about continuing to pursue large-scale irrigation projects in 
Canterbury (Stuff News Website, 2016b). 
Environmentalists and recreationalists share concerns about the impact that the dairy industry 
is having on the quality of rivers. Degraded river quality resulting from increased levels of 
pollutants, particularly nitrogen and phosphorous, and reduced flows due to large irrigation-
takes, can have a significant impact on natural species and habitats.  Concerns include the 
impacts on bird and fish life, and opportunities for recreational activities such as angling and 
kayaking. The ‘clean, green’ image that the New Zealand tourism industry largely depends 
on may also be threatened by the degradation of Canterbury rivers. 
Local Māori groups in New Zealand hold close cultural ties to the country’s rivers. In 
Canterbury, the main Rūnanga (or tribal group) is Ngāi Tahu. Ngāi Tahu have a strong 
interest in issues of water quality and management approaches. The degraded quality of many 
Canterbury rivers is a concern to Ngāi Tahu for a variety of reasons (Te Rūnanga O Ngāi 
Tahu, 2015) while Ngāi Tahu Property, which is one of the biggest property owners in both 
the country and the region, are also interested in expanding their dairy farming operations. 
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) is an attempt to manage freshwater 
resources in Canterbury through a collaborative, integrated approach. The CWMS was 
devised by the Canterbury Regional Council, Environment Canterbury (ECAN) and involves 
input from a range of different interested parties and stakeholders, including those mentioned 
above. Due to widespread dissatisfaction about the effectiveness of traditional Resource 
Management Act (RMA) processes for managing freshwater, the CWMS was devised 
between 2004 and 2010 and has been progressively rolled out throughout the region in ten 
different zones. This thesis will examine the progress of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau 
zone, under the direction of the Hurunui-Waiau zone committee (HWZC). The CWMS 
establishes zone committees for each of the ten zones in the region, and the HWZC was the 
first zone to prepare a required Zone Implementation Program (ZIP) to meet the targets for 
freshwater management outlined in the CWMS. The targets in the CWMS cover 
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environmental, economic, cultural, and recreational interests. The ZIP was finalised in 2011 
and provides recommendations to ECan for how to best manage the freshwater resources in 
the Hurunui-Waiau Zone in an effective and sustainable way. This thesis will examine the 
progress of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, exploring what has changed since the 
strategy’s implementation, what may have worked well and what areas still require 
improvement. 
The CWMS involves input from farmers and others with an interest in the expansion of 
irrigation; recreationalists; environmentalists; scientists; and members of Ngāi Tahu. Whether 
the interests and aspirations of these different groups are being adequately and equally 
addressed by the CWMS will be explored in this thesis. 
The two largest rivers in the district are the Hurunui River and the Waiau River. Both rivers 
are important sources of abstraction for irrigators. They also possess high natural values, are 
home to a variety of wildlife, and are important to kayakers, anglers and local Māori. The 
Hurunui River has been the subject of significant debate in recent years, regarding plans to 
install a large water storage system for the purposes of securing more water for irrigation. 
The Hurunui Water Project (HWP) was granted consent in 2013 to install a series of dams in 
the Waitohi River, a tributary of the Hurunui River. These plans have been met by significant 
public opposition. Construction of the consented dams on the Waitohi River has still not 
proceeded. This thesis will use the HWP as a case study for understanding the collaborative 
water management regime that is now being followed in Canterbury, and how the CWMS 
may have influenced the decision-making process. Another case study that will be considered 
is the proposal by Ngāi Tahu to convert around 8,500 hectares of forestry land adjacent to the 
Hurunui River to dairy farming land. The influence of the CWMS in relation to this proposal 
will be considered. 
1.1 Thesis structure 
The thesis will be organized in the following way: 
First, a review of relevant literature will be provided. Themes of integrated and collaborative 
resource management will be explored and more depth provided around the issues of land-
use change and intensification, especially the dairy industry, and associated water quality and 
quantity concerns. The implications and significance of the ECan Act 2010 for resource 
management in Canterbury, especially freshwater management, will be discussed. The 
history and development of the CWMS will then be explored before outlining some recent 
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perspectives in the academic literature about the implementation and progress of the strategy. 
The literature review will conclude by outlining the key research questions that have emerged 
from this preliminary phase of the research. 
Following the literature review, the methodological approach for the thesis will be explained. 
The qualitative style, consisting of semi-structured key informant interviews, will be outlined 
and justified with reference to methodological theory. The positionality of the researcher and 
ethical considerations will also be explained. 
Then, the main results of the research will be presented. This will include the key findings 
from semi-structured interviews with people interested in or involved with the CWMS in the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Two case studies will be investigated – the Hurunui Water Project 
(HWP) dam proposal on the Waitohi River, and the Ngāi Tahu proposal to convert around 
8,500 Ha’s of forestry land adjacent to the Hurunui River to dairy farming. Following the 
presentation of results, the significance of the results will be discussed and linked back to key 
theories and ideas that emerged from the literature review. 
1.2 Aims and objectives of the research 
The primary aim of this research is to investigate what progress has been made by the HWZC 
in terms of implementing the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. The success of the CWMS 
process will be gauged by exploring the perspectives of those involved with the 
implementation of the strategy. It is important to gain the perspectives of a wide range of 
stakeholders with different values and opinions about freshwater management, rather than 
focusing on just one group of interests, for example irrigation expansion or natural 
conservation. Whether the CWMS process has favoured any particular interests will be 
considered in the research by exploring the wide range of different stakeholder perspectives. 
The four main research questions that will help focus the research are: 
1. What was the motivation for the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) and what are its 
key features? 
2. Is the collaborative approach that is now being used under the CWMS proving to be an effective 
means of managing water in Canterbury? 
3. How is the CWMS working now compared with pre-CWMS strategies? What has been achieved and 
what has changed so far in terms of the decision-making process? 




The main findings from the key-informant interviews will be assessed with reference to 
theories about what is required to achieve successful collaborative resource management. 
There is a wide body of literature detailing the necessary elements for good collaboration, 
and whether these elements are in place and functioning in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone context 
is an important question for this research. 
The CWMS is not a legally-binding statutory document. However, the recommendations 
contained within it are intended for the Council to seriously consider, as directed by the ECan 
Act. The extent to which these recommendations have been adopted by the Council and 
converted to legally binding rules will be investigated. 
The use of the two case studies mentioned (the HWP Waitohi dam proposal and Ngāi Tahu’s 
dairy farm proposal) will help answer the research questions. These two case studies have 
created significant public debate about freshwater management and will be useful to assess 
the progress and functioning of the CWMS. 
By investigating these questions about the strategy’s implementation in the Hurunui-Waiau 
Zone, the research aims to assess the effectiveness of the CWMS. How much, if anything, 
has changed since the CWMS was enacted? Collaborative resource management is a popular 
approach for managing complex environmental issues, it is important to investigate what 
outcomes are produced by collaboration, and whether they are significantly different to 












Chapter 2: Literature Review 
2.1 Introduction 
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) is an attempt by Environment 
Canterbury (ECAN) to address water management issues through an integrated, collaborative 
approach. Such approaches to natural resource management are widely endorsed in the 
international literature. This literature review will begin by discussing collaborative and 
integrated approaches to resource management, using international and New Zealand 
examples. There is a growing amount of literature on these topics. Some of the strengths and 
weaknesses of collaborative and/or integrated management approaches will be explored. In 
many cases, the terms ‘collaborative’ and ‘integrated’ are used interchangeably, and the 
literature review will attempt to clarify these definitions. 
Following a discussion of the theoretical basis underpinning collaborative and integrated 
resource management and a review of relevant case studies, the chapter will turn to consider 
the Canterbury context more specifically. A history of water management and planning in 
Canterbury will be provided, and trends of changing land-use and dairy intensification will be 
discussed. 
The final section will provide a history of the development of the Canterbury Water 
Management Strategy (CWMS), discuss the rationale for adopting such an approach, and 
outline the key features of the strategy and its implementation in different zones within the 
region. Some recent perspectives in the literature on the development and progress of the 
CWMS will be explored. 
2.2 Collaborative and integrated resource management 
The value of integrated and collaborative approaches to natural resource management is 
widely acknowledged in the literature (Ananda, 2013; Ansell and Gash, 2008; Bellamy and 
Johnson, 2000; Falkenmark et al, 2004; Macleod et al, 2007). The term ‘integrated’ is 
generally used to describe integration between different agencies and stakeholders. This may 
be integration between national, regional and local level institutions such as central 
government and councils, or integration between different groups such as private business, 
environmentalists and scientific experts. The term ‘collaborative’ is often used 
interchangeably with the term ‘integrated’, but in many cases these terms are referring to a 
similar process, whereby a wide range of different stakeholders across different levels of 
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expertise and governance work together to achieve results that benefit all parties. A key 
feature of both collaborative and integrated resource management is the acknowledgment that 
many issues affect a wide range of stakeholders in different ways. Ansell and Gash (2008) 
went to great lengths to provide a definition of ‘collaborative governance’, which will be 
adopted here. After a thorough review of existing literature, the authors define collaborative 
governance as “a type of governance in which public and private actors work collectively in 
distinctive ways, using particular processes, to establish laws and rules for the provision of 
public goods” (Ansell and Gash, 2008: 545). The focus of integrated management is 
integrating stakeholder participation across different levels (e.g. national and local) and 
different areas (e.g. science and policy), while recognizing the integrated nature of natural 
systems (Macleod et al, 2007). For example, taking a ‘mountains-to-sea’ approach to 
integrated catchment management is a popular theme in the literature. Collaborative 
governance is very similar, but usually relates more specifically to the processes undertaken 
within a given institutional framework. It is likely that many examples of integrated 
management have a collaborative nature, and many collaborative governance processes 
operate within a framework of integrated resource management. Having attempted to define 
these two very similar terms, this chapter will now discuss the theory of collaborative 
governance more specifically. Following this, the theory of integrated management, and 
particularly integrated catchment management, will be discussed in more depth. Major 
strengths and weaknesses will be identified, and similarities and differences between these 
theories will be explored.  
2.2.1 Key features of and barriers to ‘good’ collaborative governance 
The definition from Ansell and Gash (2008) provided above is based on their analysis of over 
one hundred journal articles that focus on collaborative governance processes. Collaborative 
governance has emerged internationally in many different forms to address a wide range of 
issues, and definitions throughout the literature vary. 
It is important to consider the starting conditions for any collaborative process, as these will 
have a significant effect on the development and implementation of the process (Ansell and 
Gash, 2008). Collaborative processes that are formed to address issues with long histories of 
conflict or disagreement between stakeholders face greater challenges than initiatives where 
there is already high levels of trust and respect between stakeholders (Ansell and Gash, 2008; 
Warner, 2006). Developing and sustaining relationships between different actors is an 
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important feature of collaborative governance, and the starting conditions of these 
relationships are important to consider. Depending on the history and context of particular 
resource management issues, more time may be required to establish an effective 
collaborative governance regime (Ansell and Gash, 2008). It is important to consider whether 
there is a history of contention or antagonism in a given resource management issue, and take 
steps to address this.  
When considering the starting conditions of a collaborative process, power and resource 
imbalances are an important factor (Ansell and Gash, 2008). Some participants may wield 
greater power or have more access to certain resources, which may result in other actors 
having less influence or lower levels of participation in the collaborative process (Koebele, 
2015). The importance of addressing power imbalances and ensuring that all concerned 
stakeholders have equal opportunity to participate in collaborative resource management is 
widely acknowledged (Ananda and Proctor, 2013; Ansell and Gash, 2008; Koebele, 2015). 
McCloskey (2001) comments that environmental groups in the USA are often sceptical about 
being involved in collaborative governance regimes because they feel that it usually favours 
industry groups. Ananda and Proctor’s (2013) study of the Howard River Catchment in 
Australia found that the positive outcomes of collaboration were often constrained by existing 
power structures in a nested institutional hierarchy. Despite the progress made by the 
collaborative process, decisions could be ‘trumped’ by the water minister in the region. While 
collaborative decision making may seem to be making progress, this progress could be 
irrelevant if regulatory authorities, who possess significantly more power, decide on a 
different course of action.  
Another important aspect of resource and power imbalances is the financial capacity of 
different stakeholders involved in the process (Ananda and Proctor, 2013; Ansell and Gash, 
2008). The authors note that industry groups and development interests often have greater 
financial capacity than environmental groups and have more representation and influence in 
collaborative processes as a result. Ansell and Gash (2008: 551) conclude that if there are 
significant power or resource imbalances in a collaborative process, then “effective 
collaborative governance requires commitment to a positive strategy of empowerment and 
representation of weaker or disadvantaged stakeholders.” 
There are several common themes that emerge from the literature regarding what is important 
in collaborative resource management and what barriers exist to achieving positive outcomes. 
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As noted above, it is important to consider the starting conditions of any collaborative 
process, including the context and history of the issue and the position and capacity of key 
stakeholders. It is equally important to consider the design of a collaborative process and how 
implementation will proceed. Some of the barriers to ‘good’ collaborative governance are 
mentioned above, and more of these will now be identified. 
The design and on-going implementation of collaborative governance processes varies 
significantly depending on the particular context of a resource management issue (Ansell and 
Gash, 2008; Connick and Innes, 2003; Koebele, 2015; Koontz and Thomas, 2006). However, 
there are several agreed-upon features of ‘good’ collaborative processes and barriers that they 
may need to overcome. Fostering positive relationships between stakeholders who may hold 
opposing views, or who have a history of antagonism, is important to ensure that the 
collaborative process can be sustained (Ansell and Gash, 2008; Koebele, 2015; Koontz and 
Thomas, 2006). Sharing information between stakeholders is important, and may help to 
ensure that certain actors are able to see issues from a new perspective, or realize that their 
interests are not entirely dissimilar from the interests of an ‘opposing’ party (Koebele, 2015). 
If this information is science-based or highly technical, then a genuine attempt to simplify it 
and communicate this to stakeholders should be made (Falkenmark et al, 2004; Macleod et 
al, 2007). Scientific or technical information needs to be accessible, understandable, and 
accountable. (Macleod et al, 2007). These authors also found that scientific uncertainties 
need to be acknowledged, and that providing sufficient reliable scientific data could 
sometimes be time-consuming and expensive (Macleod et al, 2007). Koebele’s (2015) study 
of the outputs and outcomes of collaborative governance notes that on-going environmental 
monitoring of collaborative efforts is important to measure how effective the process truly is 
but this, too, can often prove to be time-hungry and expensive. 
As noted earlier, imbalances in power and access to resources are important considerations 
when beginning a collaborative resource management regime and efforts may need to be 
made to address these imbalances. In some cases, these imbalances in power may be so 
significant that they cannot be addressed sufficiently throughout a collaborative process. 
Several authors have found that existing political or institutional structures may constrain the 
effectiveness of collaborative resource management (Ananda and Proctor, 2013; Ansell and 
Gash, 2008; Koebele, 2015). The example provided by Ananda and Proctor (2013), of a 
water minister who had the ‘final say’ on water management decisions following the 
collaborative process, illustrates this problem well. Koebele’s (2015) study of collaborative 
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water governance in the USA found that while some members of a collaborative group felt 
they had a significant impact on water management issues, other members were concerned 
that their work was of minor significance because they lacked the legislative authority to 
actually approve projects or change laws. While collaborative approaches to water 
governance are considered as a positive step towards sustainable management of water 
resources, their capacity or ability to produce significant outcomes may be constrained by the 
political or institutional framework within which they operate. 
It is important to understand what collaborative resource management initiatives are aiming 
to achieve. In most cases, collaboration has emerged as a response to traditional, ‘top-down’ 
modes of governance, that have failed to address the complexity of natural resource 
management issues (Ananda and Proctor, 2013; Koontz and Thomas, 2006; Macleod et al, 
2007). Collaborative efforts aim to produce better environmental outcomes for a range of 
stakeholders with different interests. Distinguishing between ‘outputs’ and ‘outcomes’ is 
necessary to understand how effective collaborative governance regimes are. Koebele (2015) 
explains the difference between the two. Outputs include “plans, products and other tangible 
items generated by collaborative efforts”, while outcomes refer to “the effects of outputs on 
environmental and social conditions” (Koebele, 2015: 64). Koebele (2015) found that while 
there is a wide range of literature that comments on the positive outputs produced by 
collaborative efforts, measuring the environmental outcomes of these outputs is more 
difficult. Measuring environmental outcomes requires a long-term commitment to 
environmental monitoring, which, as mentioned earlier, is often very expensive. While there 
is plenty of evidence to suggest that collaboration can produce a wide range of outputs, there 
is far less evidence showing the effect of collaboration on environmental outcomes (Koebele, 
2015; Koontz and Thomas, 2006). Some outcomes that have been identified by Koebele 
(2015) include: increased rapport among participants, increased diversity in water 
conversations, increased public knowledge, and increased teamwork among stakeholder 
groups. While these outcomes suggest that collaboration is improving some situations, there 
remains a lack of data relating to the actual improvement of environmental conditions. 
This section has outlined some of the key features of collaborative resource management 
initiatives, and some of the common barriers that exist for achieving success. Building 
relationships among traditionally opposed stakeholders, increasing knowledge, and reaching 
decisions that are desirable for more than just one particular interest group, are touted as 
some of the key benefits of collaboration. Histories of contention or antagonism, lack of 
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power or capacity to participate, and the constraints associated with some existing political or 
institutional structures are identified as common barriers to successful collaboration. 
Distinguishing between the outputs and outcomes of collaboration is also important, and the 
problem that environmental outcomes may be difficult to measure must be acknowledged. 
The literature review will now turn to consider the theme of integrated resource management, 
which in many cases is very similar, to collaborative resource management. The specific area 
of ‘integrated catchment management’ will also be explored. 
2.3 Integrated resource management 
Integrated resource management (IRM) seeks to achieve better resource management 
outcomes by bringing together a range of different groups and aligning their aims and 
objectives, and recognizes the “interdependencies of natural systems, political systems, social 
systems, and technology in addressing “wicked” problems that are an inherent characteristic 
of natural resource use” (Bellamy and Johnson, 2000). These problems are characterized by 
interconnectedness, complicatedness, uncertainty, ambiguity, conflict, and societal 
constraints (Bellamy and Johnson, 2000; Mason and Mitroff, 1981). In response to this, 
Bellamy and Johnson (2000) provide a summary of the fundamental properties of integrated 
resource management. These include; 
1. An integrated systems approach that recognizes nonlinear processes, the connectivity 
between problems, and the complexity and uncertainty in interactions between human 
and natural systems. 
2. A long-term perspective and broad spatial focus. (i.e. landscape, region or catchment). 
3. Recognition of human and cultural contexts and the diversity of different values 
relating to natural resources 
4. Strategies for resolving conflict through negotiation and mediation. 
(Bellamy and Johnson, 2000) 
Integrated resource management recognizes that natural resource issues are complex and 
affect a wide range of different interests. IRM needs to involve a wide range of stakeholders 






2.3.1 Integrated catchment management 
Integrated catchment management (ICM) is a term used to describe an integrated approach to 
managing a particular catchment’s water resources. Like integrated management generally, 
there is a wide body of literature detailing and endorsing ICM (Bellamy and Johnson, 2000; 
Macleod et al, 2007; Warner, 2006). This section will describe the reasons and motivations 
for adopting ICM in a particular catchment, referring to international examples. The main 
aspects of ICM processes will be detailed and assessed. 
2.3.2 Reasons for adopting Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) and some key 
features 
Internationally, ICM has become a popular approach for managing a community’s water 
resources. Reasons for this may include: a dissatisfaction or concern with the way that local 
government is managing water resources (Bellamy and Johnson, 2000), concern over 
increasing degradation of natural values (Mitchell, 1993), and a recognition that water 
resource issues affect different stakeholder groups in a catchment, each with their own 
interests and priorities (Bellamy and Johnson, 2000; Macleod, 2007).  
Bellamy and Johnson’s (2000) study of the Howard catchment in Northern Australia found 
there was a broad concern amongst the community about the “ineffectiveness of fragmented 
government decision-making on river management issues”, (page 273). Macleod et al’s 
(2007: 1) discussion of water management in England and Wales echoes this sentiment, 
where “large gaps in integration between policies” were resulting in uncertain resource 
management outcomes. This theme has also emerged in discussions about water management 
in New Zealand, especially in the Canterbury region, where traditional RMA processes for 
managing water were considered to be too time-consuming, expensive, and producing sub-
optimal outcomes (Jenkins, 2011). 
 Concerns about environmental degradation in waterways have become increasingly 
common, both internationally and in New Zealand (Jenkins, 2011; Lerner and Zheng, 2011; 
Macleod et al 2007). The connection between human land-use (e.g. agricultural practices) 
and environmental degradation is well established. Key concerns include high levels of 
nitrogen and phosphorous in waterways, and the effects of reduced minimum flows on 
natural habitats in waterways. The growing recognition and acceptance of this link has made 
ICM a popular management approach – where the management of land-use practices is 
integrated with the management of water. Macleod et al’s (2007) study of water management 
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policy in England and Wales explains how policies in the past have tended to focus on single 
pollutant issues, such as nitrogen, rather than considering the whole range of inputs and 
outputs in the river system. Limited success has been achieved in reducing nitrate and 
phosphorous levels using this approach, leading to an “increase in interdisciplinary research 
to better understand the complexity of water pollution” (page 592). Both natural and social 
scientists need to work closely and take into account bio-physical, socio-economic and 
political settings. There is wide recognition in the literature that policies need to be integrated 
with a wide range of scientific knowledge to properly address complex water management 
issues. Each catchment has different natural and socio-economic characteristics, and these 
need to be considered in a balanced manner to achieve successful ICM. 
There is also a growing recognition that water resource issues affect, in different ways, a 
wide range of stakeholders, with different views and values. Water is a highly-contested 
resource – it has different values for farmers, environmentalists, indigenous groups, and 
recreationalists. However, in many instances these groups may share certain values, whether 
these are economic, environmental, cultural or political. The difficulty of balancing these 
values has led to ICM approaches being adopted in many catchments and regions 
internationally (Bellamy and Johnson, 2000; McLeod et al, 2007). The need for a process that 
integrates the concerns and values of a wide range of stakeholders in water management 
issues is widely acknowledged. 
There is a wide body of literature detailing collaborative resource management and integrated 
resource management. As mentioned, these two terms appear to be very similar and are often 
used interchangeably. Integrated resource management usually refers to integration between 
different levels of decision-making, for example national and regional, or different areas of 
expertise, for example political and scientific. Collaborative resource management is a term 
used more widely that refers to collaboration between a wide range of actors at various levels. 
ICM can be understood as a process that embodies the principles of collaborative resource 
management and integrated resource management to manage the water resources of a 
particular catchment. Key features of collaborative management and integrated management 
are very similar, as are the barriers to their on-going success. 
2.4 The history of water management in Canterbury – a contested terrain 
Having discussed the themes of collaborative and integrated resource management, the 
literature review will now turn to consider the Canterbury context more specifically. The 
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Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) is an attempt to manage water resources in 
a collaborative, integrated manner, and is an example of integrated catchment management 
(ICM). Before considering the CWMS more specifically and identifying its key features, it is 
important to understand the history of water management and planning in the Canterbury 
region. This section will outline the history of water management in Canterbury, explaining 
why water has become such a hotly-contested resource in the region. The intensification of 
dairy farming in Canterbury and associated environmental concerns will be discussed. It is 
important to understand the complex, and often contested history of water resource 
management in Canterbury before exploring the development of the CWMS, which was 
initiated to address this complex issue. 
Dairy farming has intensified significantly in the Canterbury region in the past thirty years. 
Between 1980 and 2009 land use for dairying in the region grew from around 20,000ha to 
nearly 190,000ha and Canterbury produced 15% of New Zealand’s milk in 2008-2009, 
compared with only 2% in 1982-1983 (Pangborn and Woodford, 2011). Intensification has 
occurred both in terms of cows per hectare (stocking rates), where Canterbury has the highest 
rate in the country (Baskaran and Cullen, 2009; PCE, 2011), and in terms of the number of 
hectares used for dairy. The main drivers of this land use change have been the “development 
of irrigation, lower land prices relative to elsewhere in New Zealand, the adoption of new 
technologies and reduced profitability of some aspects of traditional farming systems” 
(Pangborn and Woodford, 2011, page 81). Between 2008 and 2012, around 52,000 land use 
changes to dairy took place in Canterbury (PCE, 2015), more than any other region, and this 
change in land use is predicted to continue steadily until at least 2020 (PCE 2013, PCE 2015). 
The importance of the dairy industry to New Zealand’s economy is widely acknowledged, it 
is now the number one export industry in the country (Pangborn and Woodford, 2011; PCE, 
2015). The dairy industry contributes roughly 3.0 – 3.5% of New Zealand’s GDP (New 
Zealand Treasury, 2016). 
Due to drier conditions than other parts of the country, dairy farming in Canterbury is largely 
dependent on the provision of irrigation. It may be considered a ‘water intensive’ land use, 
due to its high demand on freshwater inputs. Concerns about water quality and quantity 
associated with dairy farming, and its rapid increase as a land use type in New Zealand are 
well documented (Baskaran et al, 2009; PCE 2013; PCE, 2015; Stuff news website, 2013). 
Increased nutrient losses, particularly nitrogen and phosphorous, from dairy farming 
compared with other land uses is a major concern (PCE, 2015). The increased levels of these 
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nutrients in waterways can have a significant adverse effect on water quality and aquatic life 
(Baskaran et al, 2009; PCE, 2013; PCE, 2015). The Parliamentary Commissioner for the 
Environment’s 2013 and 2015 reports on water quality and changing land use provide a fairly 
bleak outlook in terms of dairy land use change and water quality. The Commissioner gives a 
balanced account of the dairy boom, acknowledging the huge contribution that the dairy 
industry makes to the national economy. However, if the modelling of the reports is accurate, 
then nutrient levels, especially nitrogen, will continue to increase in New Zealand’s rivers 
(PCE 2013, PCE 2015). The increased productivity of New Zealand’s dairy industry is made 
possible by increasing certain inputs, for example fertilizers and supplementary feed (PCE 
2015, Baskaran et al, 2009). This has allowed for higher stocking rates to occur on many 
farms, which leads to greater nutrient losses. The main cause of nitrogen leaching is urine 
produced by cows, so when more cows are present on farm, the levels of nitrogen leached are 
usually greater (PCE, 2015). 
 Water quantity issues are also a concern. If irrigation takes from groundwater aquifers and 
surface water bodies reduce water levels beyond a certain point, this can have a significant 
impact on the quality of these water bodies (PCE, 2007). Low water flows can have a 
significant effect on habitats in rivers and reduce the ability of a river to ‘flush’ nutrients. 
Water quantity and quality are related – if there is less water in the river, the concentration of 
pollutants in that river will be greater (PCE, 2007).  
Declining water quality and quantity concerns a wide range of groups. Environmentalists 
worry about the impact of declining water quality on natural habitats, including plants, fish, 
and birds. Anglers share this concern, worried that further dairy intensification may reduce 
the quality of river water to a point that it reduces the viability of fishing. Kayakers and jet 
boaters are concerned that reduced flows in New Zealand’s rivers will affect their ability to 
carry out their chosen activities. Local Māori groups hold close cultural ties to the country’s 
rivers and lakes, and reduced quality of these water bodies is deeply worrying for them (Te 
Rūnanga O Ngāi Tahu, 2015). The issue affects a wide range of different groups in different 
ways. It is safe to assume that farmers, too, will hold their own concerns about the quality and 
quantity of the nation’s freshwater bodies. The national tourism industry, which depends on 
the ‘clean green’ image of New Zealand, may also be threatened by the deterioration of the 
country’s rivers and lakes. 
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The issue has been acknowledged by central and local government for some time. Several 
efforts have been made to address issues relating to freshwater at national and regional levels. 
The Clean Streams Accord 2003, replaced by the Clean Streams Accord 2013, has made 
significant progress in fencing waterways, building stock crossings over rivers, and 
establishing riparian margins alongside rivers (PCE, 2015). The National Policy Statement 
for Freshwater Management 2013 (NPSFM 2013) was released with the aim of improving the 
water quality of all freshwater bodies in New Zealand by 2020. This is a lofty aspiration, 
given that the current government has also signalled an intention to continually increase the 
productivity of the dairy sector. However, the NPS obliges district and regional councils to 
take significant steps towards achieving the aim of improved water quality and is a significant 
step forward. 
Many farmers are also improving on-farm management practices to reduce their nutrient 
losses (Monaghan et al, 2007). Improvements in technology and a growing awareness of the 
problems caused by high nutrient losses has helped drive this change (Monaghan et al, 2007). 
In Canterbury, a move towards good management practice is occurring, helped by the 
introduction of Farm Environmental Plans (FEPs) and the use of nutrient budget modelling 
software such as Overseer (Duncan, 2014). While there are some concerns about the 
effectiveness of this quantitative modelling approach (Duncan, 2014), it is important to note 
that many farmers in Canterbury are now taking steps to improve on-farm environmental 
management to reduce nutrient losses. 
In Canterbury, where dairy intensification continues to occur at the fastest rate in New 
Zealand (PCE, 2013; PCE, 2015) several efforts have been made to address the issue. One of 
the most significant undertakings in recent years has been the Canterbury Water Management 
Strategy, the focus of this thesis. Before exploring the CWMS, it is important to understand 
the current context of regional governance in Canterbury, produced by the 2010 ‘ECAN Act’, 
which resulted largely from issues relating to freshwater. 
2.5 The ‘ECAN Act 2010’ 
In 2010, the Canterbury Regional Council was overhauled by central government. The 
Environment Canterbury (Temporary Commissioners and Improved Water Management) Act 
2010, was an unprecedented exercise of central government power from the National 
Government. The Act made several significant changes to regional governance in 
Canterbury, which will be outlined in this section. The Act arose from “long-standing and 
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widespread criticism of ECan from many quarters” (Brower, 2010, page 310). 
Environmentalists complained that ECan allowed too much water abstraction. Farmers, on 
the other hand, complained that the Regional Council was not allowing enough water 
abstraction and was imposing costly regulations on water use (Brower, 2010). Furthermore, 
the efficiency of the Council in terms of processing resource consents had been called into 
question, with only 29% of consents in 2008-2009 processed within statutory timeframes, 
ranking the Council 84th out of 84 councils reviewed (Public Sector Magazine, 2010). The 
ECan Act resulted in several significant changes to regional governance in Canterbury, 
outlined below: 
First, the fourteen elected councillors of the Regional Council were replaced with seven 
central-government appointed commissioners. The commissioners have the power to perform 
all the duties of the councillors they replaced, as well as new duties included in the Act 
(Brower, 2010). 
Second, The Act cancelled the 2010 election of new councillors and the 2013 election was 
also subsequently cancelled. The government has recently announced a transitionary bill 
which will see seven elected councillors join the appointed commissioners, before a fully 
elected council will resume governance by 2019 (Stuff news website, 2016c). 
Third, The Act gives new powers to the appointed commissioners, including the ability to 
fast-track regional plan preparations, establish moratoriums in catchments that are, or are near 
to being, fully-allocated, and determine water conservation orders (WCOs) under new criteria 
including the CWMS and part 2 of the RMA. The power to appeal certain decisions, such as 
plan changes to the Environment Court, was also removed. Appeals can now only be made to 
the High Court on points of law, thus reducing the opportunities for appeals on decisions 
(Brower, 2010). This is an unprecedented overriding of normal RMA-processes in New 
Zealand. 
The Act has received significant criticism in the media and from legal commentators 
(Brower, 2010; Stuff news website, 2012). Removing the right to appeal certain decisions in 
the Environment Court has significantly restricted people’s ability to challenge the 
commissioner’s decisions, which they would be able to do in any other part of New Zealand. 
The powers given to the new commissioners allow them to bypass the provisions of the 
Resource Management Act (RMA) in some instances. Brower (2010) refers to this as a 
‘Henry VIII clause’, where subordinate legislation (in this case, the ECan Act) is given 
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supremacy over primary legislation (the RMA). According to Brower (2010), some 
constitutional law scholars have serious concerns about giving primacy to subordinate 
legislation, a practice that was often exhibited by the Muldoon government in the 1970s and 
1980s. The ECan Act gives the appointed commissioners in Canterbury powers that no other 
regional or district council in New Zealand have access to. A document released in 2012 cited 
that one of the main motivations of the ECan Act was to allow for a stable, effective and 
efficient governance arrangement to encourage the economic boom associated with irrigation 
expansion in Canterbury to occur (Stuff news website, 2012). Brower’s (2010) article 
concludes with the point that “Irrigation is neither better nor worse than any other policy 
goal. But if the government must suspend environmental law and ignore constitutional 
etiquette to achieve its goals, all is not well” (Brower, 2010: 321). 
The ECan Act has changed regional governance in Canterbury significantly. Whether this has 
actually benefitted irrigators or environmentalists is a question beyond the scope of this 
research. The CWMS was devised before the enactment of the ECan Act, but much of its 
development and implementation have occurred under this new governance arrangement. It is 
important to bear this unique situation in mind when investigating resource management in 
Canterbury, especially in relation to freshwater management.  
2.6 The development and history of the Canterbury Water Management Strategy  
Having explored wider themes of collaborative and integrated resource management and 
introducing issues associated with freshwater and regional governance in Canterbury, this 
section will now turn to consider the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) more 
specifically. The motivations for developing the strategy will be discussed and the history of 
its development outlined. Perspectives on the progress of the CWMS will also be discussed. 
Following a severe drought in 1998 and discontent about ad hoc water allocation, a study of 
Canterbury’s water availability was initiated by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 
(now the Ministry for Primary Industries) and the Ministry for the Environment (Lomax, 
2010). A Canterbury Regional Council member participated as an observer and facilitator of 
information. This study investigated the availability of water for irrigation in Canterbury, and 
is often referred to as ‘Stage 1’ of the CWMS (Lomax, 2010; Jenkins, 2013). Stage 2 of the 
CWMS involved a study of different water storage options in Canterbury, while Stage 3 
considered a wide range of factors, including social and cultural considerations. Stage 4 of 
the process involved the formation of the strategy itself, a long-term collaborative approach 
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to freshwater management. Table 1, adopted from Lomax (2010) outlines the stages of the 
CWMS’s development. 
 
Table 1: Stages of the CWMS.  
Source: Lomax, 2010. 
As Table 1 illustrates, the CWMS began as an investigation of water availability for 
Canterbury and then a study of the feasibility of different water storage options. Stage 1 and 
especially Stage 2 appear to favour water storage options heavily, with a presumption that 
large-scale storage is the most appropriate way forward. However, over time, the CWMS 
developed a broader focus, integrating a wide range of considerations and values. This 
approach to freshwater management has become common internationally, as a review of 
academic literature indicates. The focus on irrigating more land in Canterbury is still present 
in the CWMS, but it is not the only consideration. The CWMS lists ten primary targets 
relating to water management, covering economic, environmental, recreational, and cultural 
concerns. (ECan, 2015a). 
The ten main targets in the CWMS are:  
• recreational and amenity opportunities; 
• regional and national economies;  
• drinking water;  
• ecosystem health and biodiversity; 
• energy security and efficiency; 
• environmental limits; 
• water use efficiency; 




• and, the natural character of braided rivers. 
 Clearly, the scope of the CWMS appears to be very broad. 
There was also a growing recognition in Canterbury that the traditional way of managing 
freshwater under the RMA was not working (Jenkins, 2011). As water availability and the 
cumulative effects of water abstraction on water quality worsened, “high levels of adversarial 
conflict, long drawn-out decision processes and suboptimal outcomes” became common 
(Jenkins, 2011: 1). As freshwater in Canterbury reached its sustainable limits, the balancing 
of economic, environmental, recreational and cultural factors became progressively more 
difficult, with interest groups “abandoning the agreed consensus and retreating to their 
traditional corners to slug it out through the Environment Court process.” (Parrish, 2011: 1). 
While the CWMS began as an investigation into water storage options, it developed into a 
broader collaborative approach to manage Canterbury’s freshwater resources in a more 
effective way than what had been previously experienced under the RMA. 
The CWMS is implemented by a Regional Committee and ten Zone Committees in 
Canterbury. Each Zone Committee represents a different zone within the region and is tasked 
with preparing a Zone Implementation Program (ZIP). The Regional Committee is tasked 
with preparing a Regional Implementation Program (RIP) and overseeing the progress of the 
ten different Zone Committees. The Zone Committees consist of a range of different 
stakeholders from within the community, representing a wide range of different interests. 
Zone Committee members include farmers and those with an interest in further irrigation, 
environmentalists, recreationalists and representatives of local Māori groups, among others. 
The Zone Committee is required to develop a set of recommendations for the Regional 
Council. The Council, as directed by the ECan Act, is required to take these 
recommendations into consideration when developing a regional river plan. The 
recommendations of the zone committee do not carry legal force, but can be given legislative 
power by way of inclusion in a regional plan. The extent to which the Hurunui-Waiau Zone 
Committee’s recommendations have been included in regional plans will be investigated later 
in this thesis. 
The Hurunui-Waiau Zone Committee (HWZC) was the first zone in Canterbury to develop a 
Zone Implementation Program (ZIP). Several authors have commented on the progress of the 
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CMWS, including the delivery of the strategy in Hurunui by the HWZC (Memon et al, 2012; 
Jenkins, 2011; Jenkins et al, 2014; Thomas, 2014). 
Memon et al (2012) evaluated the HWZC’s work in terms of a collaborative process, drawing 
on international academic literature to identify common themes of collaborative resource 
management and comparing these with the HWZC’s processes. They found that the HWZC’s 
work exhibited many common trends of collaborative governance, but also differed in some 
ways. The trust developed between stakeholders and new relationships that were formed were 
regarded by the authors as significant positive outcomes from the collaborative process. 
However, they found that the CWMS process differed in two ways from what most academic 
literature advocates (Memon et al, 2012). First, the members of the HWZC were handpicked. 
Not all interested parties, for example the Department of Conservation (DoC) and power 
companies were included. Secondly, the recommendations, or “outcomes”, of the HWZC 
deliberations are not legally binding on local authorities. “Arguably, the Canterbury Zone 
Committee process is a lesser version of the deliberative collaboration practice model as 
commonly understood in the international literature.” (Memon, et al, 2012, page 27). Despite 
this, the authors found that the collaborative process taking place in Canterbury was 
“changing attitudes, building relationships, and developing a new model for water 
governance.” (Memon et al, 2012, page 29). 
Jenkins (2013) investigated the progress of the CWMS by looking at several different zones 
within Canterbury. He found that the development and implementation of the CWMS was 
leading to some sustainable changes. In the Hurunui, the development of off-river and 
tributary storage as an alternative to main-stem storage was a positive outcome of the 
collaborative process. The Hurunui Water Project (HWP) had introduced the idea of 
damming the main stem of the Hurunui River, which had caused major unrest in the 
community. The collaborative process led to the alternative of the Waitohi River, a tributary 
of the Hurunui River, being selected as an alternative site for the HWP dams. The impacts on 
environment, natural character, and recreational values are understood to be much less in the 
Waitohi than the Hurunui.  
Jenkins et al (2014) evaluates the CWMS process using a recently developed ‘sustainability 
appraisal’ methodology. The sustainability appraisal model incorporates both environmental 
and economic considerations to evaluate the long-term sustainability of a given 
environmental management regime. The CWMS identifies a range of options for resolving 
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freshwater management issues in Canterbury, and the sustainability appraisal used by Jenkins 
et al (2014) evaluates these options. The authors found that the status quo of freshwater 
management was not a sustainable option. An agenda that advanced large-scale infrastructure 
projects (e.g. water storage) met economic criteria, but failed to meet environmental criteria. 
An agenda that focused on advancing environmental protection by way of a moratorium on 
new development would meet environmental criteria, but failed to meet economic criteria. 
The only option that would meet both economic and environmental criteria would require 
existing land and water use to be improved, and the parallel development of both new 
infrastructure and environmental restoration programs (Jenkins et al, 2014). These findings 
prove the complexity of the freshwater management dilemma in Canterbury – achieving 
economic growth, while improving environmental conditions appears to be a particularly 
difficult dual-objective.  
Thomas’ (2013) thesis focusing on the HWZC collaborative process was more scathing of 
some aspects of the CWMS process. Her research found that the balance of the HWZC’s 
process was tilted in favour of those with an interest in the expansion of irrigation. She 
explains how the ECan Act resulted in significant reregulation that removed many democratic 
rights and limited opportunities for participation in the management of freshwater. 
Throughout the HWZC process, participants were constrained in their decision-making by a 
set of targets that demanded the need for more freshwater to made available. This demand 
served a neo-liberal economic growth agenda (Thomas, 2013). Despite the stated claims of 
the CWMS to provide a balanced approach to freshwater management in Canterbury, 
Thomas (2013) suggests that economic priorities have been favoured. However, some 
positive aspects of the process were identified, including increased social learning about the 
interests of Ngāi Tahu, the Māori Iwi (tribe) with traditional authority over freshwater in the 
region. 
Key aspects of collaborative and integrated management have been identified to help 
understand the rationale for adopting the CWMS approach. The ECan Act, an unprecedented 
and radically important piece of legislation, is important to bear in mind when exploring the 
topic of freshwater management in Canterbury. The CWMS process that has unfolded under 
the HWZC was the first to be initiated in Canterbury. It is more advanced that any of the 
other zones in the region, and there has been time for several authors to comment on progress 
that has been made. Perspectives in the literature vary, with many positive aspects identified 
and a range of concerns also raised.  
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This thesis will provide a follow-up to these perspectives on the implementation of the 
CWMS by the HWZC, exploring how the strategy has continued to evolve in the Hurunui-
Waiau Zone. The motivation for the research is to determine whether the model being used 
under the CWMS is a successful example of collaborative resource management. Now that 
the strategy has been in place for several years, this research will investigate how much 
progress has been made in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone and identify priorities for the future on-
going implementation of the CWMS. 
The following chapter will investigate the context for the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, including 




















Chapter 3: Context for the Hurunui-Waiau Zone 
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter will provide background and context for the research, building on the literature 
review in the previous chapter. It is important to understand the recent history of 
development and land-use change activity in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone and the complex 
statutory context. The CWMS was originally devised in response to a severe drought in 
Canterbury and investigated a range of water storage options to address the drought, but has 
evolved into a broader process that encompasses a wide range of different values.  
As explained in the previous chapter, the land-use change from dryland farming to dairy 
farming has resulted in higher demands for water for irrigation and higher rates of nutrient 
leaching into waterways. Concerns about the expansion of the dairy industry are widespread 
(PCE 2013; PCE, 2015; Stuff news website, 2013), while the desire to increase production 
and enable economic growth through the provision of more irrigation is equally strong (PCE, 
2015; Stuff news website, 2012). Two of the targets in the CWMS are to increase the 
irrigable land area in Canterbury and to generate economic growth, both regionally and 
nationally (Environment Canterbury, 2015). In the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, major 
developments are proposed to achieve this and there are three major players in terms of 
developers. The Hurunui Water Project (HWP) case study will be explained, outlining the 
progress of HWP in establishing new water storage in the catchment. Ngāi Tahu’s proposal to 
convert around 6,000 Ha of Balmoral Forest to dairy farming will also be discussed. The 
activity of the Amuri Irrigation Company (AIC), the largest existing irrigator in the Hurunui-
Waiau Zone, will also be investigated. 
The complex planning and statutory frameworks will also be explained. The development of 
the Hurunui-Waiau Rivers Regional Plan (HWRRP) is vitally important in the Hurunui-
Waiau Zone, because it sets limits on water takes and nutrient loss. There are various other 
planning instruments, statutory and otherwise, that will be considered in this chapter. 
3.2 Irrigation and water storage development in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone 
As outlined in the literature review, the dairy industry has expanded rapidly in Canterbury in 
the last twenty years, including in the Hurunui District. To make dairy farming possible, 
irrigation is necessary to ensure that sufficient amounts of feed can be grown to sustain herds. 
In other parts of the country this is not always necessary, but Canterbury’s dry climate, 
36 
 
especially in summer, often known as the ‘irrigation season’, necessitates it (NIWA, 2011). 
As noted in the previous chapter, the early stages of the CWMS investigated water storage 
options for Canterbury, after it was decided that new water storage infrastructure was 
required to allow the development of more irrigation and provide security for the farming 
sector in a drought prone context. 
The largest irrigation company in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone is the Amuri Irrigation Company 
(AIC). AIC were formed in the 1990, combining several existing irrigation schemes that were 
previously owned by the Crown. AIC supplies water to several thousand farmers in the 
district, irrigating over 20,000 Ha in the Amuri Basin, taking water from the Hurunui and 
Waiau Rivers (AIC website, 2016). AIC’s mission statement is “to be a progressive irrigation 
company, efficiently and sustainably supplying reliable water, while protecting and 
enhancing shareholder assets” (AIC website, 2016).  
 
Figure 3: The Amuri Basin in the Hurunui District, North Canterbury, New Zealand. 
Source: Field Research 
AIC has actively encouraged shareholders to convert from the traditional and less-efficient 
method of border-dyke irrigation to spray irrigation and is currently undertaking major 
infrastructure improvement work to improve water-use efficiency, by converting open 
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irrigation canals to a piped system. This work is intended to reduce operating costs for 
shareholders by pressurising water supply, reducing the cost of electricity required for 
farmers to pump water, and use water more efficiently (AIC website, 2016). AIC’s work in 
terms of improving water-use efficiency and encouraging better environmental management 
practices will be further explored in the results and discussion chapters. In terms of irrigators 
or developers, excluding independent irrigators, there are two other major players in the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone that could be considered as new entrants: Hurunui Water Project 
(HWP) and Ngāi Tahu Farming (NTF). 
HWP has proposed building a dam close to the Hurunui River to irrigate 60,000 more Ha of 
land in the zone. Original proposals included a dam on the main stem of the Hurunui River, 
the South Branch of the river and a weir on Lake Sumner. However, these proposals were 
met with fierce public opposition because of the significant impact that they might have on 
the high natural values of these areas. One of the first major processes which the HWZC 
undertook was to determine community preferences for HWP’s storage proposal. After much 
deliberation, they decided that a smaller dam system on the Waitohi River (Figure 4), a 
tributary of the Hurunui, was the best option. HWP proceeded with this option through the 
regional consenting process, and now holds consent to pursue this storage option. The 
decision was appealed by AIC, who felt at the time that the newly-introduced nutrient loads 
in the HWP decision might impact on its existing scheme to the north of the River. NTFE 
joined the appeal for similar reasons (Hurunui Water, 2015). The appeal went to the 
Environment Court and resulted in two years of mediation between HWP, AIC, NTFE and 
ECan. The eventual decision from the Environment Court was considered to be incorrect by 
all parties, and appealed to the High Court by HWP and ECan. The High Court decision 
released on December 8th, 2015, was favourable to HWP, effectively returning the company 
to the position it held before the appeals and allowing it to proceed with the Waithoi storage 




           Figure 4: The Waithoi River, a tributary of the Hurunui River.  
           Source: HWP Website, 2016. 
 
While the original consent was granted in 2013 and reaffirmed by the High Court in 2015, 
feasibility studies of the project are still ongoing and construction is yet to commence. The 
Waithoi storage option is not the most economically attractive option when compared with 
some of the alternatives, such as Lake Sumner, but was agreed to be the best option because 
of its lesser environmental impact. Figure 5 shows the location of the Waithoi dam scheme’s 
inundation area in blue, and in red the location of where the Lake Sumner and South Branch 
options would have been. The area marked by a pink border is the command area of irrigable 




Figure 5: Map of Lake Sumner, South Branch and Waithoi scheme options and Waithoi 
scheme command area.  
Source: HWP Website, 2016. 
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Ngāi Tahu Farming (NTF), own a large section of land adjacent to the north bank of the 
Hurunui River, known as Balmoral Forest. The section is 8,596 Ha and lies between the 
Hurunui and Waiau Rivers. Until recently, the land has been used for forestry, but NTF is 
now converting the forest to farmland. 
 In 2002, Ngāi Tahu Forestry Enterprises (NTFE) became a subsidiary of NTHC and in 2014 
NTFE split into NTFE and Ngāi Tahu Farming (NTF), with NTF also becoming a subsidiary 
of NTHC. In 2016, NTFE became a subsidiary of NTF. 
NTFE initiated the conversion of forestry estates to farming at Eyrewell Forest, also in 
Canterbury, and Balmoral Forest. NTFE applied for water and land-use consents at both 
properties, and managed the conversion to farming operations until 2014. When NTFE split 
into NTFE and NTF in 2014, NTF took over ownership of the two forests. NTF now manages 
the conversion from forestry to farming and in 2016 NTFE became a subsidiary of NTF. It is 
important to understand this history in order to understand the different bodies involved at 
different times. However, the different companies both sit underneath the same umbrella of 
NTHC and NTP. 
Consent was sought by NTFE to pursue a full dairy farm conversion at Balmoral Forest - 
however, this has not been possible. While consent was granted in 2014 (Environment 
Canterbury, 2014) to change land-use, the planning framework in the zone only allows for a 
certain number of nutrients, nitrogen and phosphorous, to be leached into the Hurunui River. 
The full scale of NTFE’s proposal would have resulted in the nitrogen load for the river being 
exceeded, and hearing commissioners only granted the applicants a portion of the nitrate 
leaching rate that they required. So, while NTF holds consent to convert Balmoral Forest, 
they are unable to pursue a full dairy farm conversion at this stage. Currently, work is 
underway to convert Balmoral forest into a mixed-use farming operation comprising dairy, 
sheep and beef farming. Figure 6 shows a section of the property cleared for farming, with 




Figure 6: Construction of cattle-yards at pilot farm on Balmoral.  
Source: Ngāi Tahu Farming, 2016. 
 
Figure 7: Amuri Irrigation Canal running through Balmoral.  
Source: Ngāi Tahu Farming, 2016. 
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 NTF hold shares in AIC, which would provide them with a significant amount of their 
irrigation water. Both NTF and AIC also hold shares in HWP. However, the three parties can 
be considered as being in competition with each other – each vying for the largest nutrient 
discharge allocation that they can achieve under the Hurunui-Waiau Rivers Regional Plan. 
The allocation of nutrients will be further outlined in the statutory context below, where 
catchment-wide limits for nitrogen and phosphorous are set in the HWRRP. 
3.3 Statutory context 
For this research, the most immediately relevant piece of legislation is the 2013 Hurunui-
Waiau Rivers Regional Plan (HWRRP). The early work of the HWZC was to develop the 
Zone Implementation Program (ZIP), a suite of recommendations for ECan to incorporate 
into the HWRRP. The HWRRP contains policies, objectives and rules to address freshwater 
management issues in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Like all regional and district plans in New 
Zealand, it must be consistent with the purpose and principles of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 (RMA), and any other higher order planning instruments, such as National Policy 
Statements, the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement, and Regional Policy Statements. The 
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM) is one of those instruments. 
This section will consider the HWRRP, the RMA and NPSFM, as well as other relevant 
plans. The relevance of the CWMS in relation to this planning framework will be explained. 




Figure 8: Planning framework for Canterbury.  
Source: Environment Canterbury, 2016. 
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The planning framework is complex, as noted by the hearing commissioners when reaching a 
decision on the HWP proposal (See HWP decision, 2013). This section will attempt to clarify 
this complexity and explain how the CWMS fits into this framework. The significance of the 
ECan Act to resource management in Canterbury was outlined in the previous chapter, and is 
important to bear in mind. 
3.3.1 Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) 
The primary piece of planning and environmental legislation in New Zealand is the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA). The RMA sets out priorities and legislative requirements to 
sustainably manage natural and physical resources. It provides a framework for the resource 
consent process and requires district and regional councils to prepare plans that give effect to 
the purpose of the Act. District and regional plans must be consistent with the RMA, meaning 
it is critically important when considering resource management decisions in New Zealand. 
The Act also allows for the preparation of National and Regional Policy Statements. These 
are prepared to address particular resource management issues, and, like the Act, as higher 
order planning instruments, district and regional plans must be consistent with them. 
3.3.2 National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM) 2014 
The NPSFM sets objectives and policies for freshwater management at a national level. Local 
authorities are required to implement these within certain time-frames. In Canterbury, 
implementation of the NPSFM is scheduled to conclude by 2027 (Ministry for the 
Environment website, 2016). By 2027, regional plans in Canterbury must be consistent with 
the objectives and policies in the NPSFM. The NPSFM also requires councils to account for 
freshwater takes and contaminants, and involve Iwi and Hapu in the management of 
freshwater, taking account of tangata whenua values and interests (Ministry for the 
Environment, 2015). The NPSFM also notes that its implementation will affect how water is 
used, and may require water resource users to adjust their practices (Ministry for the 
Environment, 2015). The HWRRP, the regional plan for freshwater management in the zone, 
includes policies from the NPSFM as required by the statement (HWRRP, 2013). 
3.3.3 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CPRS) 2013 
The current CRPS became operative in 2013 and provides an overview of the significant 
resource management issues in the region. The CPRS sits above regional and district plans, as 
seen in Figure 8, and these plans must be consistent with the CPRS. It provides a framework 
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for resource management in the region and sets out objectives, policies and methods to 
achieve integrated resource management in Canterbury (Environment Canterbury, 2016). 
3.3.4 Hurunui Waiau Rivers Regional Plan (HWRRP) 2013 
The HWRRP is the most immediately relevant planning instrument for freshwater 
management in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Being a regional plan, it must be consistent with 
the higher order planning instruments listed above. The HWRRP contains objectives and 
policies for freshwater management, and the specific rules and limits to achieve these. The 
rules are especially important for water resource users to consider, because they provide 
important detail around the amount of water that can be taken and the amount of nutrients 
that can be discharged into waterways. For irrigated dairy farming, these are vitally important 
considerations. In the HWRRP, there is a catchment load-limit for nitrogen and phosphorous. 
This means that, instead of restrictions on each landowner for nutrient discharge, the nutrient 
concentration is measured in the river. The nitrogen limit allows for a minor increase from 
the concentration that was measured in the river at the time the Plan was enacted, while the 
phosphorous limit was capped to remain at the existing level. Once either of these nutrient 
limits are exceeded then changing land-use, for example a dairy farm conversion, no longer 
remains a permitted activity and water resource users must apply for a resource consent 
(HWRRP, 2013). The HWRRP replaced the Natural Resources Regional Plan and became 
operative in late 2013. It is due for review in 2018. 
The CWMS process, followed by the HWZC after it was formed, was focused around making 
recommendations to ECan for the preparation of this Plan. The HWZC prepared a ZIP, which 
contained objectives, policies and rules that the HWZC had formulated - through a 
collaborative process, which should be included in the Plan. These recommendations were 
not legally binding on the Council and they had no statutory obligation to include them. 
However, the ECan Act does require the Council to take the recommendations into account 
when preparing the Plan. The extent to which the HWZC’s recommendations were translated 
into the HWRRP has been investigated in this research and will be discussed later in Chapters 
5 and 6. The HWZC also developed recommendations for water storage options in the zone. 
These recommendations have been incorporated into the Plan, giving statutory backing to the 
consensus-derived options for major water storage proposals. A map is included in the Plan 
showing the sites where water storage options may be investigated and where they are not 
allowed. Different activity statuses apply depending on the zone located in the map (See 
Environment Canterbury, 2016c).  The high natural values of the main stems of the Hurunui 
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and Waiau rivers are recognised in the Plan by prohibiting water storage options on these 
sites. 
3.3.5 Natural Resources Regional Plan 2009 (NRRP) 
The NRRP was the Regional Plan for Canterbury until it was replaced recently by the 
Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP). There are still some sections of the 
NRRP that remain active (Environment Canterbury, 2016b) however, this research will not 
focus specifically on the NRRP, instead focusing mainly on the HWRRP, because this plan is 
linked closely to the work of the HWZC implementing the CWMS and is specific to the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
3.3.6 Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2016 (LWRP) 
The LWRP is the new Regional Plan for land and water management in Canterbury. Unlike 
the HWRRP and other Regional River Plans, the LWRP applies across the entire region. It 
contains different chapters relating to different districts or zones within the region. The 
HWRRP stands alone from the LWRP. The relationship between the HWRRP, LWRP and 
NRRP is explained on the Environment Canterbury website thus:  
“Where an activity is specifically provided for in the HWRRP (activities outlined above), those plan 
rules apply.  For all other activities, the rules in the Land and Water Regional Plan and the Natural 
Resources Regional Plan apply.”     (Environment Canterbury, 
2016c) 
As mentioned earlier, the HWRRP is the planning instrument that is most relevant to this 
research. It is important to understand that there are several Regional Plans that need to be 
considered in relation to freshwater management in Canterbury, and specifically in the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone. However, in terms of planning instruments, the HWRRP and its 
relationship to the CWMS process is the main focus of this research. 
3.4 Summary 
This Chapter has outlined the history and current context of irrigation and water storage 
development in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Three major players exist, AIC, HWP, and NTFE. 
Each party has an interest in pursuing their own development and maximising their nutrient 
allocation under the HWRRP. All three parties were involved in the hearings and appeals 
process for the HWP decision. At this stage, AIC is the most well-established, having 
operated in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone for a long time. HWP hold a consent to develop storage 
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on the Waitohi River, but are yet to proceed with this development. NTFE hold a consent to 
develop their Balmoral Forest property, but have not been granted a high enough load of 
nitrate leaching to pursue their desired full dairy farm conversion. All three parties have been 
involved with the HWZC throughout the CWMS process. The HWZC has had a significant 
role to play in crafting the HWRRP, which in turn has helped dictate what the major players 
are able to do in terms of pursuing their own development aspirations. 
This Chapter has also attempted to clarify the complex planning framework in Canterbury, 
and in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. The planning framework, or hierarchy, has been outlined. 
The RMA sits at the top and informs all planning instruments beneath it, such as NPSs, RPSs, 
Regional Plans, District Plans – and associated strategies. There are several operative or 
partially operative plans that need to be considered, the HWRRP, the NRRP, and the LWRP. 
As noted, this research will focus mainly on the HWRRP, because this is the plan that the 
HWZC’s ZIP feeds directly into. 
The following Chapter will outline the methodological approach that was employed to 
undertake research into the progress of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Following 
this, the empirical results of the research process will be presented, derived from a series of 
key informant interviews with various people interested in or involved with the CWMS 
process in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. AIC, HWP, and NTFE’s progress in the zone will be 
further explored in this Chapter. The translation of the HWZC’s ZIP into the HWRRP will 












Chapter 4: Methodology 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter will explain the research process used to investigate the progress of the 
Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. The 
qualitative research methods that were employed during the research will be outlined and 
justified, explaining why they were the most appropriate methods to answer the research 
questions. The positionality of the research and ethical considerations will be discussed and 
potential limitations of the research process will also be identified. 
4.2 Research design 
The research design involved the use of qualitative research methods to address the research 
questions. The primary method employed was key informant interviews with a range of 
people involved with the implementation of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. It was 
important to select key informants who represented a wide range of interests relating to 
freshwater management, e.g. farmers and irrigation companies; environmental groups; 
recreational groups; council staff; and local Māori. As Yin (2014, page 29) explains, “If you 
complete your study by examining an organization’s relationships from the vantage point of 
only one organization, you cannot draw unbiased conclusions about the relationships”. Key 
informants were selected carefully to achieve a balance of different perspectives. Early in the 
research process, contact was made with the primary Regional Council planner involved with 
the HWZC. He referred the researcher to key people involved with the CWMS process in the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Table 1 lists the key informants and their role. 
 
Key informant # Position / role 
Key informant 1 ECan Facilitator of the HWZC 
Key informant 2 Primary ECan Planner involved with 
HWZC 
Key informant 3 North Canterbury Forest and Bird 
Representative 




Key informant 5 Environmental Manager at Amuri 
Irrigation Company (AIC) 
Key informant 6 Member of Ngāi Tahu Property 
Key informant 7 Member of Whitewater New Zealand 
Key informant 8 Associate of Ngāi Tahu, Arowhenua 
Marae 
Key informant 9 Dairy farmer and chair of HWZC 
Key informant 10 Dryland farmer and Federated Farmers 
member 
Key informant 11 Former CEO of ECan and Professor of 
Freshwater Management at University 
of Canterbury 
Table 1: List of key informants 
A literature review was undertaken to examine international and more local perspectives on 
collaborative and integrated resource management approaches, especially to freshwater 
management. The main findings from the key informant interviews were then referenced 
back to common themes that emerged from the literature review. This helped to understand 
what is occurring in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone and locate the findings within a wider body of 
literature. 
 A document analysis was also undertaken to understand major freshwater management 
issues in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Hearing commissioner’s decisions on the Hurunui Water 
Project (HWP) storage proposal and Ngāi Tahu Farming Enterprise’s (NTFE) Balmoral 
Forest dairy farm proposal were reviewed to gain an understanding of the nature of the 
proposals and the reasons for the Hearing Commissioner’s decisions. Relevant planning 
documents such as the Hurunui Waiau Zone Implementation Program (ZIP) and Hurunui-
Waiau Rivers Regional Plan (HWRRP), which are major outputs of the collaborative process, 
were also reviewed. These documents were all discussed at length during Key Informant 
interviews. 
4.3 Research questions 
Four primary research questions were carefully chosen to provide a framework for 
investigating the progress of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Clearly-defined 
research questions are an important feature of any research process and help to provide a 
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focus for the research (Creswell, 2013; Silverman, 2011; Tolich and Davidson, 1999; Yin, 
2014). The research questions were chosen to thoroughly investigate the HWZC’s 
implementation of the CWMS and identify future priorities for their work. They are: 
1. What was the motivation for the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) and what are its 
key features? 
2. Is the collaborative approach that is now being used under the CWMS proving to be an effective 
means of managing water in Canterbury? 
3. How is the CWMS working now compared with pre-CWMS strategies? What has been achieved and 
what has changed so far in terms of the decision-making process? 
4. What are the key priorities for the future development of the CWMS in the Hurunui District? 
4.4 Case-study approach 
A case-study approach was chosen to examine the progress of the CWMS. Creswell (2013, 
page 97) describes the case-study approach as “a qualitative approach in which the 
investigator explores a real-life, contemporary bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded-
systems (cases) over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple 
sources of information…” In this research, the contemporary bounded system is the HWZC’s 
process of implementing the CWMS. As mentioned, multiple sources of information were 
used to obtain the research data. 
 A key feature of the CWMS is that it sets out 10 different zones in the Canterbury region, 
each with their own Zone Committee for making collaborative decisions about freshwater 
management. It was decided early in the research process that focusing on more than one 
zone would make the collection and analysis of data too difficult. Each zone has its own 
context, complexities and challenges, and the researcher decided that focussing on one zone 
rather than the entire region would produce higher quality data and more significant results. 
Creswell (2013, page 101) explains that “the study of more than one case dilutes the overall 
analysis; the more cases an individual studies, the less the depth in any single case.”  
4.5 Methods 
The research employed a range of different qualitative methods to answer the research 
questions.  Primary and secondary data collection methods were employed to address the 
research questions (Creswell, 2013). Primary research included key informant interviews 
with a range of different stakeholders. Secondary research included a review of academic 
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literature, hearing commissioner decisions about development proposals, and planning 
documents such as the ZIP and the HWRRP. 
4.4.1 Literature review 
The first step in the research process was a review of relevant literature. Tolich and Davidson 
(1999, page 10) explain that “the review places your raw ideas into a research context and 
demonstrates their relevance by making connections to an existing body of knowledge.” 
Themes of collaborative and integrated resource management were explored, looking at both 
international and New Zealand examples. Common aspects of collaborative processes were 
identified to help position the HWZC process within the existing body of knowledge. 
It was also necessary to explore the history of freshwater management in Canterbury and the 
rapid growth of the dairy industry and its relationship to freshwater issues. This helped 
identify the rationale for adopting a collaborative governance regime in the region. The 
unique governance situation currently operating in Canterbury was also important to 
understand, and recent work on the CWMS by New Zealand academics helped build a picture 
of the motivations for and progress of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
4.4.2 Key informant interviews and analysis 
Twelve key informant interviews were held with people involved with or interested in the 
progress of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Table 1 lists the key informants and their 
roles. As mentioned, the selection of a wide range of different interests was important to help 
remove bias from the results. Indeed, many of the key informants had very different views to 
others, highlighting the complex nature of freshwater management.  
The council planner primarily involved with the implementation of the CWMS in the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone and the facilitator of the HWZC were identified as key people to talk to 
given their lengthy experience working with the committee. The chair of the HWZC, a dairy 
farmer from Culverden, was also identified as a key person to talk to given his long 
engagement with the process. In addition to the dairy farmer, it was important to talk to a 
dryland farmer about their experience of the collaborative process. The environmental 
manager from Amuri Irrigation Company (AIC) was interviewed to gain the perspective of a 
major irrigation company which has had a long history of involvement in the Hurunui 
District. Representatives from Forest and Bird and Fish and Game were interviewed to 
consider the more ‘environmental’ perspectives. Two members of Whitewater New Zealand 
were interviewed to gain the ‘recreational’ perspective on freshwater management. A 
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member of Ngāi Tahu property who has been heavily involved in the Balmoral Forest dairy 
farm proposal was spoken to, to gain a perspective from a major developer. A member of 
Ngāi Tahu, from Arowhenua Marae in South Canterbury shared her perspective on the 
CWMS generally and its implementation in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. The former CEO of 
ECan and architect of the CWMS, now a professor at the University of Canterbury, was also 
interviewed. 
Key informants were contacted either by email or a phone call. The researcher outlined the 
aims and objectives of the research and why the participant had been identified as someone 
useful to talk to. A mutually convenient time and location was agreed upon. The majority of 
interviews were held in Christchurch, although the researcher also travelled to locations in 
North Canterbury such as Amberley and a farm near Culverden. Interviews typically lasted 
for an hour, with some being slightly shorter and some being significantly longer. 
Before beginning the interviews, participants were provided with an Information Sheet about 
the research and a Consent Form (included as Appendix a). The Information Sheet further 
outlined the purpose, aims and objectives of the research. The Consent Form, among other 
things, reminded the key informants that their participation was entirely voluntary and they 
were free to withdraw at any time with no disadvantage to themselves. They were given the 
option of allowing the researcher to record the interviews and whether or not to remain 
anonymous. All participants were willing to agree to their interviews being recorded and their 
identities being used in the research. 
The interviews were semi-structured, with the researcher having a loose list of questions to 
follow. Depending on the way in which the interview developed, the researcher modified the 
questions or asked the participant to elaborate on certain topics. The interviews were recorded 
on the researcher’s iPhone, which featured a dictaphone application. Following the 
completion of the interviews, the researcher transcribed them in their entirety using Microsoft 
Word. 
The transcriptions were then analysed to identify the most relevant quotes from the 
interviews. A series of codes was developed, covering a wide range of different themes. 
Quotes from the interviews were organized according to these codes. The coding process was 
useful to identify similarities and differences between the key informant interviews in relation 
to particular issues. For example, any time a participant stated something they thought the 
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HWZC should focus on in the future, this was grouped together with other comments that 
mentioned this issue. 
 
4.4.3 Document analysis 
The researcher reviewed a wide range of ‘grey literature’ to help understand the work of the 
HWZC and the progress they had made. Commissioner’s decisions about the Hurunui Water 
Project (HWP) and Ngāi Tahu Farming’s Balmoral Forest dairy farm conversion were 
analysed to help understand what stage they had reached, and what weight the commissioners 
may have afforded to the CWMS in the process. The decisions contained in these documents 
were discussed extensively throughout the Key Informant interviews. 
The majority of the HWZC’s early work focused on making recommendations to ECan for 
the HWRRP. This was achieved through preparation of the ZIP. The ZIP and the HWRRP 
contain objectives, policies and rules for freshwater management. It was important to 
consider these documents to help understand how well the recommendations of the ZIP were 
translated into legally-binding rules in the HWRRP. However, like the hearing decisions on 
HWP and Balmoral Forest, the success or failure of the translation from ZIP recommendation 
to the HWRRP, was primarily investigated through the key informant interviews. 
4.5 Positionality 
It was important to separate the researcher’s personal values and pre-conceived ideas from 
the research process. The traditional academic approach to positionality is to take the stance 
of an outsider with a neutral perspective on the research (Ospina et al, 2013). 
There are a wide range of perspectives that could be taken on the topic. Bias could be shown 
to the development or economic side of the argument, advocating for more water storage and 
increased provision of irrigation to enable economic growth. Or, to the environmental side of 
the argument, advocating for increased protection of natural values and restrictions on the 
expansion of the dairy industry. The researcher considered it was important to be aware of all 
sides of the debate, but not to favour any particular viewpoint. Taking any position other than 
neutral may have impacted on objectivity and the quality of the results. 
The researcher’s position was very much as an outsider, having not been previously involved 
in the HWZC process of implementing the CWMS. A conscious effort was made to maintain 
a neutral perspective during the research process. This is reflected to some extent by the wide 
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range of different interests that were selected for the key informant interviews. Approaching 
the research with an outsider’s perspective (Ospina et al, 2013), helped maintain a level of 
neutrality during the process. The researcher continually attempted to recognize the 
importance of all values relating to freshwater management throughout the research – 
economic, environmental, recreational, and cultural – in an effort to remain a neutral outside 
observer. 
4.6 Ethical considerations 
Ethical considerations are an important part of any research process. Tolich and Davidson 
(1999) identify five key principles for ethical conduct by social researchers. These are: 
1. Do no harm 
2. Voluntary participation 
3. Informed consent 
4. Avoid deceit 
5. Confidentiality or anonymity 
Tolich and Davidson (1999, page 70) 
These five principles were adhered to throughout the research process. Providing participants 
with an information sheet and consent form prior to their interviews helped ensure this. The 
option to allow the researcher to record the interviews and use the participant’s identity in the 
research were included in the consent form. 
A formal ethics approval was completed prior to beginning the research process (attached as 
Appendix B). The ethics approval outlined the aims and objectives of the research and how 
data would be collected. Any ethical concerns were addressed, and copies of the Information 
Sheet and Consent Form submitted to the University of Otago Ethics Committee for 
approval. 
A separate Māori ethics approval was also completed prior to the commencement of the 
research in the form of an online submission to the Ngāi Tahu Research Consultation 
Committee. This outlined how the research was significant for Māori and how Māori interests 
and values were going to be addressed in the research. 
4.7 Limitations 
It is important to consider any limiting factors in the research process. This may help future 
research around similar issues to produce results of a high quality. The primary limitation 
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experienced by the researcher was the limited amount of time spent in Canterbury to collect 
the research data. Fourteen days were spent in the region collecting data, and some key 
informants were unavailable during this time period. This was addressed by an email 
interview in one case, and in another case by identifying alternative key informants. If more 
resources were available, more time could have spent collecting data in Canterbury. More 
time would have allowed for more interviews to be conducted, which would have added to 
the depth and quality of the research. Some of the key informants who were interviewed in 
the last few days of the data collection period provided the researcher with names of people 
who they considered were important to talk to. However, the lack of remaining time 
prevented the opportunity to set up interviews with all of these additional key informants. 
While a member of Ngāi Tahu Property and another member of Ngāi Tahu from the 
Arowhenua Marae were spoken to, a limitation of this research is the failure to speak to any 
members of Ngāi Tahu who have been members of the HWZC. Attempts were made to 
contact these Key Informants, but were unsuccessful. 
4.8 Summary 
This chapter has outlined the methodology employed during the research process to collect 
data and assess the progress of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. The primary method 
of data collection was key informant interviews with a wide range of people interested in or 
involved with the HWZC’s implementation of the CWMS. The majority of the results were 
derived from these key informant interviews. While the methodology consists of several 
techniques, it is an entirely qualitative research approach. The rationale for adopting these 
approaches has been provided to explain why they were appropriate methods for this 
research. The positionality of the researcher has been addressed, and the ethical 











Chapter 5: Results 
5.1 Introduction 
This chapter will present the results of the research. As outlined in the previous chapter, key 
informant interviews were held with a range of different stakeholders involved with or 
interested in the CWMS process in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. These interviews have been 
analysed to identify common themes and compare differences. The analysis will be presented 
in this chapter, using direct quotes from the interviews to illustrate the viewpoints of the 
different stakeholders. 
The chapter will be organized by common themes or points of discussion that emerged during 
the key informant interviews. Key informants spoke about similar topics, with either similar 
or very different viewpoints. Key informants will be referred to as ‘Key Informant 1, Key 
Informant 2, etc.’ Table 1 in the previous chapter explains the role of each Key Informant. 
First, the motivation for adopting the CWMS will be explained. This has been widely 
established in existing literature, but it is important to outline before discussing the progress 
of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
Then, the nature of the collaborative process that has unfolded will be presented, commenting 
on the success or failure of collaboration, and the balance of interests around the HWZC 
table. 
Following this, the major outputs or outcomes of the CWMS process in the Hurunui-Waiau 
Zone will be discussed. The translation of the ZIP into the HWRRP will be explored, 
identifying areas where this process was successful and where it may have fallen short of 
some party’s expectations. 
Views from different key informants around water storage options for the Hurunui-Waiau 
Zone will be presented, and Ngāi Tahu Farming’s proposed development of Balmoral Forest. 
The role water storage might play in providing some security for farmers facing severe 
drought conditions in Canterbury will also be explored. 
The move to good management practice (GMP) in farming, especially dairy farming, was a 
common theme that arose during key informant interviews and will be explained here. 
Several key informants believed that the move to GMP was a necessary adaptation to 
improve water quality in Canterbury that was being driven by the collaborative process. 
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The significance of RMA processes, including the ECan Act, will be explored. Some key 
informants had concerns about how the RMA and the ECan Act hindered the collaborative 
process, while others felt that the ECan Act had allowed for a smoother process of decision-
making in Canterbury. Another theme that arose during several key informant interviews was 
the challenge posed by the short time-frame that the HWZC was given to prepare their ZIP 
before the development of the HWRRP. 
And finally, future priorities for the work of the HWZC were identified. Like most themes 
that arose during the key informant interviews, there were a wide range of views presented by 
different stakeholders. 
 
Figure 9: The Hurunui River near State Highway 7. 








5.2 Motivation for adopting the CWMS process 
Several key informants noted the reasons for adopting the CWMS process in Canterbury. 
There was a widely-held belief that the ‘old’ way of managing freshwater resources wasn’t 
working. Key informants explained how the adversarial approach used under the RMA was 
failing to produce positive outcomes for freshwater in Canterbury. Key informant 11, former 
CEO of ECan and the architect of the CWMS, explained that the traditional RMA process 
was inadequate for managing a natural resource when it had reached its sustainability limits. 
The RMA operates on a first-come, first-served basis, and in the early 2000’s, a flood of 
applications were received for water takes in Canterbury, following an Environment Court 
decision to grant Linton Dairy Holdings a consent to take groundwater over and above the 
limits of the NRRP. Despite concerns about water quality in Canterbury, consents continued 
to be granted. 
“So, we were swamped with applications, we had hearing commissioners that didn’t abide by the 
draft Regional Plan, so they kept granting more consents, effectively on the back of the Environment 
Court decision. And what we found was that the RMA as a management tool was not working for us. 
And if you look at the nature of the RMA, go back to its original intention in the 1980s, water was not 
a constrained resource. And effectively you’re allowed to take a small amount of water and have a 
small amount of impact because you’re going to be within environmental bottom lines. The Act does 
not say what you do when you have cumulative effects that exceed the bottom lines. We’ve got to find 
a better way.”         (Key Informant 11) 
The adversarial approach of the RMA, where there are parties supporting and other parties 
opposing a decision, was considered inadequate for solving freshwater management issues in 
Canterbury. 
“We weren’t going to solve the problem through the RMA. We had a much better chance to resolve 
issues with farmers and get agreement with them first, then, we’d have to give it statutory backing. 
We’d had some success in setting up collaborative governance approaches at the tributary and the 
catchment scale, we said let’s try and do it at the regional scale.”  (Key Informant 11) 
These views were shared by key informant 1, the ECan facilitator of the HWZC. 
“What was really clear pre-CWMS, was there was universal acceptance that change was required, 
that the adversarial process was not benefitting anyone whatsoever. Though people would then say 
unless you’re having to be a lawyer. So, the catalyst was there for lots and lots of change, a mandate 
to change.”         (Key Informant 1) 
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The reasons for abandoning the traditional mode of decision-making and pursuing a 
collaborative approach to freshwater management were widely agreed upon by several key 
informants. Key informant 11 further explained the rationale for adopting a collaborative, 
nested adaptive system for freshwater management. Ostrom’s work in Governing the 
Commons (1990) on collaborative, community-led governance, and Gunson and Holling’s 
work in Panarchy: Understanding Transformations in Human and Natural Systems (2002) 
on nested adaptive systems formed the theoretical basis for the approach. 
“And the reason for going down that path, if you look at Ostrom’s work, she basically says if you’re 
looking at a scheme to manage water that is at sustainability limits, then a self-managed community 
approach is far better than government direction or government regulation. So, that was the 
motivation. Going to a nested system was important, most of the work Ostrom has been involved in 
has been in small catchments where you can get everyone in the room at the same time. You can’t do 
it for a region the size of Canterbury. So, we had to set up a nested system that dealt with regional 
issues, we also had sub-regional issues and other issues. So, that was the prime motivation for getting 
ahead with the CWMS.”        (Key Informant 11) 
Having considered the motivation for adopting the CWMS, the focus will now turn to 
considering the work of the HWZC in implementing the strategy in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
5.3 The collaborative process 
As mentioned, one of the key features of the CWMS-style of freshwater management 
compared to previous RMA-style processes, is that it uses a collaborative approach to make 
decisions about managing water and presents these to the regional council. While the final 
decision is made by the council when preparing regional plans, recommendations made by 
the zone committees in Canterbury are derived from a lengthy collaborative exercise. The 
experience of working collaboratively emerged as a theme throughout the key informant 
interviews. In some cases, the process was considered a success. In others, key informants 
lamented the lack of true collaboration and the perceived imbalance of representation around 
the Zone Committee table. Key informants regularly commented on the balance of the zone 
committee. Some felt that the HWZC represented a fair balance of different interests, while 
others, notably those with environmental concerns, felt the composition of the committee 





5.3.1 Success of collaboration 
Several key informants considered the collaborative process to be successful, and an 
improvement from traditional, RMA-style processes of decision-making. Key informant 9, a 
dairy farmer and current chair of the HWZC, who has been involved in the process from its 
inception, commented on how the Zone Committee process had been a huge learning 
experience, allowing him to appreciate a wide range of different values. 
“It’s been a huge, huge learning process. Because I went in and I thought I was a very open person, 
and that I could see various points of view. And I always viewed that an argument is like a ball, it just 
depends what side of the ball you’re looking at. And even in my perspective there, I had to change, it 
was more the awareness of some of the information that was coming into play from some of the 
environmental side. And when you’re talking about the South Branch or Lake Sumner options and 
you’re looking at the salmon spawning sites or around Lake Sumner some of the issues around 
raising the lake level and the various ecology factors there, some of those I wasn’t even aware of.  So, 
it’s a learning curve, and it was a learning curve in regards to river flows and sediment transfer and 
a lot of information that was coming into play.”     (Key Informant 9) 
The appreciation of different values around the Zone Committee table was also noted by Key 
Informant 4, despite his view that there were some significant shortcomings with the 
collaborative process in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. While not a member of the HWZC, Key 
Informant 4 has been heavily involved in the collaborative process as a representative for 
Fish and Game. 
“I think it’s been tenuous at times, and I think, personally, I’ve tried to be as positive as I can. When I 
go to the ZC meetings I sit outside the ZC itself, so I’m there as an agency. But they have been willing 
to allow me to chip in, and give my opinion. And that’s good that they do that. They don’t shut me 
down and say ‘we’re not interested’. And I think there is some respect there from the parties about 
some of the different values and a better understanding.”   (Key Informant 4) 
Key Informant 10, a dryland farmer in the Hurunui District and president of North 
Canterbury Federated Farmers, felt that a major success of the collaborative process was 
increasing the level of community involvement in freshwater management. She considered 
the shift that had taken place, from ECan dictating to the community, to the community 
having greater input into decision-making, to be a significant improvement. 
“They always had a bit of a ‘we know best’ type approach to things. And that it’s all very scientific 
and technical and people couldn’t possibly know or contribute. So, the great positive thing I see of it 
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is its part of changing that view and actually getting people around the table and involving the 
community in their planning. And I think that’s really important.”   (Key Informant 10) 
Learning to accept other people’s values and views, and actively involving the community in 
decision-making, were considered to be the most successful aspects of the collaborative 
process. Key Informant 5, the Environmental Manager from AIC, explained how AIC had 
been actively involved with the HWZC, building a level of trust and understanding about the 
work they were doing in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. When speaking about AIC’s new 
Irrigation Scheme Management Plan, he explained: 
“Yeah, putting it to the Zone Committee is not a formal requirement. We’re not obliged to do that, but 
we see the Zone Committee as being a really important part of the process. If we keep the Zone 
Committee engaged, and aware of what we’re doing, and we report to them to show them how we’re 
progressing and what we’ve done then I think that builds a level of trust within a community managed 
process. So, we want to work with the Zone Committee, not against them, and we want to keep the 
Zone Committee on side. So, it’s only courteous and part of that trust-building process to let the Zone 
Committee have a look at it before we formally submit it to ECan.”  (Key Informant 5) 
The tangible outputs and outcomes that resulted from the collaborative process, including the 
recommendations included in the ZIP, will be discussed later in this chapter. Having 
considered how the collaborative process was successful, the difficulties of the collaborative 
process will now be explored. 
5.3.2 Difficulties of collaboration 
Most key informants spoke positively about the nature of the collaborative process, however, 
there were some concerns expressed about certain aspects of it. A common theme that 
emerged was the short time-frame that the HWZC was given to prepare their first ZIP. The 
HWZC was the first Zone Committee in Canterbury to prepare a ZIP, and was given one year 
to produce a set of recommendations for the HWRRP. Several key informants noted this, 
indicating that it may have restricted the ability of the HWZC to make quality 
recommendations that benefitted all parties. Because the HWZC was the first Zone 
Committee in Canterbury to prepare a ZIP, there was also some uncertainty about how the 
process should be undertaken. Key informant 1, the ECan Facilitator of the HWZC, noted 




“…it was rushed, it was very, very tight, and as well as that it’d be very fair to say they didn’t realize 
the complexity and how bloody hard it is to manage to water quality, particularly how do you manage 
on-land, to water quality outcomes in rivers”     (Key Informant 1) 
Key informant 1 also noted the challenge the HWZC faced being the first Zone Committee in 
Canterbury to prepare a ZIP. 
“…because this was the first one ever done, we had to kind of invent it…” (Key Informant 1) 
Key informant 10 shared the view that the short time-frame faced by the HWZC was one of 
three “major fishhooks”. (The other two “fishhooks”, are explained later in this chapter and 
involve the translation of the ZIP into the HWRRP.) 
“The first one was the timeframe by which the commissioners needed things to be done in order to 
meet their terms of reference from the government. Now these collaborative processes, they take time. 
You need to build relationships with people, you’ve got to get your head around issues. You’ve got to 
start to see things from other people’s perspectives. You can’t do that overnight.” (Key Informant 10) 
Key informant 8, while not directly involved in the process, shared these views. She also 
indicated that because it was the first Zone Committee process to take place in Canterbury, 
there was some uncertainty as to how the process should work. 
“But what I do know is that Hurunui was a crazy process. They had a set timeline and that committee 
they were meeting until midnight sometimes 3 or 4 times a week. It was crazy. It was also very telling 
on them. At the time, [believed they got the best deal they could. Given the restraints, given that 
nobody knew what they were doing for this whole process. It was the blind leading the blind.”  
          (Key Informant 8) 
5.3.4 Balance or imbalance of the zone committee 
Another theme that arose as a key challenge to a successful collaborative process for several 
key informants was the perceived imbalance of the HWZC. While many key informants felt 
that the HWZC included a fair balance of different interests, there were others who felt the 
composition of the Zone Committee was imbalanced and titled in favour of certain interests. 
In some cases, key informants were asked directly about their views on the balance of the 
HWZC, while in others, it emerged during general discussion about a range of issues. 
Key Informant 4’s view was that there were certain biases, namely those with an interest in 
expanding irrigation or allowing more dairy farming development, that “crept through” 
during the HWZC process, and that was when the imbalance of the Zone Committee became 
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apparent. He does note that there are some “really good guys” working on the HWZC, 
however, expresses some disappointment at how conservative, e.g. farming, interests tend to 
dominate discussions. 
“So, I just find that when push comes to shove sometimes, I find it really disappointing, sometimes the 
conservative shutters come down, and it’s like ‘nope’, we’re here to protect other interests. And that’s 
where the imbalance around the table becomes really blatant and obvious. And I’m not saying 
everyone around that table that’s a farmer can’t see the other side, and there are some really good 
guys around there…”        (Key Informant 4) 
Key Informant 3, a representative of North Canterbury Forest and Bird, an organization 
largely concerned with environmental protection, was similarly sceptical about the balance of 
the HWZC. His scepticism was perhaps even greater than that of Key Informant 4. 
“It’s not just me. I think there’s a lot of cynicism about the CWMS process. That the representation on 
the CWMS was very titled in favour of farming. That seems to be a general opinion, I’m not sure if it’s 
correct or not. But that certainly seems to be the opinion of many people in the conservation 
environmental movement, and other people, about the zone committees… I just think the Zone 
Committees need to be more balanced. Maybe if they were more balanced [it would be better], but at 
the moment we don’t think they’re particularly balanced.”      
         (Key Informant 3) 
Despite these views from the ‘environmental side’, several other key informants commented 
that they thought the composition of the HWZC was fairly balanced. Key Informant 11, who 
was involved in the conception of the CWMS approach to freshwater management, noted that 
it was never intended that the Zone Committees would favour certain interests over others. 
Drawing reference to Dryzec’s (2001) work on deliberative democracy, he explained that an 
important feature the CWMS design was to ensure that “all relevant discourses were present 
at the table” (Key informant 11). He commented that there had been some criticism that the 
members of the Zone Committees had been appointed by Council rather than elected, but 
explained that no election process would guarantee that all the different interests in 
freshwater management, e.g. economic, environmental, would secure representation. He went 
on to explain that the members of the Zone Committees were not supposed to represent their 
own interests per se, but to facilitate community engagement in decision-making. 
“…so, it’s a very open process. And if you look at what’s happened, its different for all the different 
zones, they’ve all had intensive community engagement to input to their process. So, it’s not saying 
here is a representative that is going to make a decision on behalf of their stakeholders around a 
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decision table. It’s a group of people who have expertise in whole range of areas that are community-
focused, and are to engage with the community before they make a decision. So, it’s a very different 
concept to representative democracy.”      (Key Informant 11) 
He went on to explain the benefits of the deliberative democracy approach to the 
representative approach. 
“…someone who is a representative can only go as far as the stakeholders he represents have given 
him a brief to do. So, if they’re sitting around the table they can’t come up with alternatives or 
compromises without going back to their stakeholders. Which means you get long drawn-out decision 
processes and very little compromise.”      (Key Informant 11) 
These views help to understand why the members of the Zone Committees were appointed, 
rather than elected, which, according to Key Informant 11, was one of the major criticisms of 
the member selection process. Achieving a balanced Zone Committee composition may not 
have been possible through an election process, rather than through the appointment process, 
that was followed. 
Key informant 2, the primary ECan planner involved with the HWZC during the formation of 
their first ZIP and the preparation of the HWRRP, disagreed with the view that the Zone 
Committee was unbalanced. He noted that, depending on your perspective, you were likely to 
feel that the process may favour other interests over your own. 
“I think the interesting thing about the Zone Committee process is that everyone thinks that the 
process favours another party. If I go out and talk to Fish and Game for example, they say that the 
CWMS is farmer-dominated, Zone Committees are farmer-dominated. But if I go and talk to the 
farmers, they tell me that the whole thing is being held-up by the environmentalists, who are 
providing a total handbrake to the process.”     (Key Informant 2) 
He noted that he had heard concerns from both the environmental and the farming side of the 
table. Interestingly, he explained that this could almost be an indicator of a successful 
process. If one party was really happy with the process, it was likely that the “pendulum”, had 
swung a little too far in favour of a particular interest. 
“If you end up with a solution that farmers are happy with, but the conservationists are clearly not, 
then you haven’t got the balance right between economy and environment. The same as if you get to 
the end of the process and you find the fisherman, fish and game, forest and bird, they’re absolutely 
rapt with the process, the farmers are almost certainly going to be absolutely miserable with it…” 
          (Key Informant 2) 
65 
 
He acknowledged that it was slightly unfortunate to measure success like this, but this 
reflects the complexity and difficulty of the issue of freshwater management. 
“…well, it’s a sad industry when the best result is everyone equally unhappy, but I guess the flipside 
of that is that everyone is also equally happy. It just depends if you’re looking at the cup being half-
full or half-empty.”         (Key Informant 2) 
Several other key informants commented on the balance of the HWZC. Key Informant 1, the 
ECan facilitator of the HWZC, held the view that while the Zone Committee probably did 
have more farmers involved as members than non-farmers, this was a fair representation for 
the Zone. 
“What’s important is the range of interests, so that’s why we try and get people who can put 
themselves in other people’s shoes. So, I think pretty much all of the Zone Committees, except 
Christchurch-West Melton, Banks Peninsula, probably have more people of the land, i.e. farmers, 
than others. And, to me that’s not a great surprise, because who ultimately bares the consequence, 
who’s got the most skin in the game, it’s the people who need to use the land and water…” 
           (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 5, held a similar view that while there were many farmers on the HWZC, this 
represented an appropriate balance for the area. However, he noted that dryland farmers were 
perhaps not as heavily involved in the process as dairy farmers. The issue of dryland farmers’ 
involvement in the CWMS process will be further explored later in this chapter. 
“I think for the area, yes. Because we’re a very rural area, there’s no major town in the zone. So yes, 
I would say it seems to be pretty well balanced. You know, it’s got a lot of farmers on there. Initially, 
the dryland farmers were not particularly well-represented on it. And I think they’re missed out, and 
feel pretty hostile to the process a little bit. They’ve got more engaged now, and there’s more dryland 
farmers on the Zone Committee. But the irrigating farmers, AIC in particular, got engaged with the 
Zone Committee from the start, because we saw it as an important process.”  (Key Informant 5) 
Key Informant 9, a dairy farmer and chair of the HWZC, commented that the Zone 
Committee was fairly balanced. As he had already noted, the ability to see something from 
somebody else’s viewpoint was an important factor for the HWZC to be effective. He 
explained that while you could have an equal representation of different interests, this may 
not result in a balanced discussion, because certain interests may try and drive their own 
agenda more than others. He commented that he was proud of the HWZC for being able to 
accommodate other party’s views. 
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“So, you can have somebody on the Zone Committee that would be a fair representation of a sector 
but they could have a complete inability to contribute to the Zone Committee debate or solution-
seeking process because they’re driven by agendas. And that’s one thing I’m very proud of in our 
Zone Committee, we’ve got people there who can look at the facts, look at the data and they can be 
pragmatic and accommodate other people’s point of view. And that was one of the things we were 
really pragmatic about around the Zone Committee table when we developed the ZIP. If somebody 
wasn’t there and they were representing a particular sector we would all pull back and say ‘hang on, 
what about Ngāi Tahu? How would they feel about that?’ or if I wasn’t there, ‘how about the dairy 
farming?’, and that’s what we tried to do. And having that ability to be able to accommodate or see 
somebody else’s point of view is really important.”     (Key Informant 9) 
When asked if she thought the HWZC process was fairly balanced, she replied that she 
thought it was just as balanced as any other planning process. It is not necessarily an equal 
process. 
“…no more so than any other planning process. The squeaky wheel gets the most attention. I think it’s 
true, you talk about the role that money has in the planning process, your ability to access really good 
witnesses and lawyers, particularly in the Environment Court process. And I don’t think it’s any 
different in the collaborative process. Yeah, it’s a bit like a local council hearing process, it’s a lot 
more accessible than a court process, but it’s still that case where the organisations that can afford to 
send, to employ planners for a start, to sit and listen and chip in on things, or rock up with great 
presentations, or to get extra science and things, they’re the ones who obviously get the attention. And 
there’s no doubt about it when you’re a council and you’re trying to think strategically about how you 
get things through, you’re going to keep an eye on the people who you know have got the deep 
pockets to keep challenging you through the process.”    (Key Informant 10) 
Having considered the balance of the HWZC, and the different perspectives about how fairly 
balanced the Zone Committee is, the chapter will now turn to discussing the ZIP and its 
translation into the HWRRP. 
5.4 The ZIP and the HWRRP 
The content of the ZIP and its translation into the HWRRP was frequently discussed. 
Arguably, the most important output from the HWZC is the ZIP, a suite of recommendations 
to ECan for the HWRRP. The ZIP, among other things, contains nutrient limits for Nitrogen 
(N) and Phosphorous (P), minimum flows for the Hurunui River, and activity statuses for 
different major water storage options. These recommendations can be given statutory backing 
by being included in the HWRRP. In some cases, the ZIP’s recommendations were translated 
into the HWRRP, but in others, some changes were made from what the ZIP said to what 
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eventually ended up in the plan. An increase in the amount of N that could be leached into the 
Hurunui River was one of the major differences between the ZIP and the HWRRP. While the 
recommendations of the ZIP can be given statutory backing in the HWRRP, there is no 
formal requirement for them to be included. Key Informant 10, identified as her “second 
fishhook”, a disconnect between the collaborative process (the ZIP) and the planning process 
(the HWRRP). 
“…there was this real disconnect between the collaborative process and the planning process that 
followed. And ECan would not tell their Zone Committee members that at the end of the day it didn’t 
matter what they said in their ZIP, because the plan had to be publicly notified and went through an 
almost independent planning process. And they wouldn’t do it, they said, ‘if we tell them that they 
won’t stick around the table’, but that came back to bite later on because they found out through one 
means or another, and some of the Zone Committee members went to hearings, and heard hearing 
commissioners saying things like ‘well that’s nice, but that’s not one of the things we can consider as 
part of this process’, so there was that problem.”      
          (Key Informant 10) 
She commented that the “third fishhook” was that ECan was still adjusting to having public 
participation, and that that hadn’t necessarily followed through into the planning department. 
Key Informant 1 also explained how Hearing Commissioners made some changes to the 
HWRRP from what the ZIP recommended. 
“…going from there into the final operative plan, the Hearing Commissioners, particularly, undid 
some of the things that the Zone Committee was trying to do. If you read the Hearing Commissioner’s 
decisions then it’s pretty clear why they did that, they did it for RMA reasons, one of the power 
companies unpicked some of the things the ZC was trying to do, even though they’d been involved in 
the collaborative process. So, there were a number of things that happened when, as I describe it, the 
irresistible force of the collaborative process meets the immovable object of the RMA, and it didn’t 
necessarily all follow through.”       (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 4 commented how the collaborative process was disconnected from the 
planning process. And that because of the ECan Act, the right to appeal the facts of the 
HWRRP was removed. Other comments from Key Informants about the ECan Act will also 
be presented later in this chapter. 
“The process in Canterbury, the collaborative process around the zone table is that the zone 
committee is appointed by the commissioners, so they have the nominations and then they pick out of 
that what they want. And they try to reach a consensus, but ultimately it’s ECan who interpret it. Then 
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it goes into the plan, it goes through a Schedule 1 (RMA) process, the Schedule 1 process doesn’t 
have any right to appeal to the environment court, so we don’t get to cross examine the evidence 
through that process. And they make it really difficult to ask those questions. So, effectively what I’m 
saying is, the collaborative process in New Zealand is watered down, and you know, at its worst, it’s 
rigged.”         (Key Informant 4) 
Key Informant 9 explained how he made a submission on the HWRRP on behalf of ECan, 
because he was unable to submit himself as a member of the HWZC. He explained how he 
tried to impress upon the hearing commissioners that the ZIP was the product of extensive 
community engagement and consultation. However, this does not guarantee that it will be 
given statutory backing. 
“So, the plan that was put in place (the ZIP) was as close a mirror of what the community wanted as 
possible. So, I sit in front of the commissioners and I go through that and say this is what the 
community wants. And the commissioners say ‘well that’s all very good, thank you very much, we 
wish you well’, but they’re working on an RMA process which doesn’t take into account the CWMS, it 
does to a certain extent, its influenced by it, but they don’t have to acknowledge it. So, they can just 
say, a submitter brings a good point in and we’ll change it. And that is one of the key problems that I 
have with the whole process.”         
          (Key Informant 9) 
5.4.1 Nutrient limit setting and allocation 
One of the major changes that was made from the ZIP to the HWRRP was the limit setting 
for nutrients, namely N, in the Hurunui River. Several Key Informants commented on how 
the level of N in the Hurunui River was raised in the HWRRP by 25 per cent from what the 
ZIP recommended. Key Informant 4 explained how the collaborative process failed for his 
organization in regards to the N load limit 
“There is a lot of history in the Hurunui, because my predecessor, who was on the Zone Committee, 
he resigned, I think he did a lot of good work with them and he went through the process and they 
agreed to maintain water quality and they weren’t going to increase N in the catchment. Some of the 
guys would say this is so long ago, its ancient history now, but its set the tone unfortunately. And then 
they went through, right before they did the plan, notifying the plan, some parties [with an interest in 
development] called ECan and said ‘you have to increase the nitrogen levels’. And effectively they 
said, ‘we’ll increase the nitrogen by 25%.’ So, he said, ‘that’s not what we agreed in the collaborative 
process’…”           
          (Key Informant 4) 
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Again, he lamented the inability to challenge the decision in the Environment Court. 
“…it was a big deal for us. And I think that I can understand it from it an economic point of view we 
ended up not fighting it to the highest court, we could’ve taken it to the high court. But we couldn’t 
take it to the environment court to argue on the science, it was just not worth it.”   
          (Key Informant 4) 
Key Informant 7, a kayaker and member of Whitewater New Zealand, was similarly 
disappointed with the increased N load limit for the Hurunui River. He was particularly 
disenchanted with the process that had unfolded following the consensus-driven 
recommendation provided by the HWZC. 
“So, when a load limit was set in the Hurunui River, they came up with a limit, and then some people 
went behind their backs and said to ECan ‘well, this is useless, this is going to restrict our farming, 
we want you to increase it by 40%’, and ECan said we’ll do that, and then when news got out they 
said ‘oh, we’ll just do 25%.’ But that 25% stayed. Well, it actually brought into focus a number of 
things. And one of the key things was these Zone Committees were only advising and nothing more.” 
          (Key Informant 7) 
It is important to note that whether ECan were originally planning to increase the load limit 
by 40 per cent has not been verified by the author. While it may be true, in this instance it can 
only be treated as the view of Key Informant 7.  
Key Informant 2 commented that despite the increase in N and an increase in the minimum 
flows for the Hurunui River, there were other issues which had proven to be more important. 
He felt that the nutrient load limit had not been as controversial as the ‘10 per cent rule’ about 
land-use intensification, which will be discussed later in this chapter. 
“…in the ZIP, it has a flow and allocation regime drafted, it looks a little bit different to the one in the 
plan because some changes were made through the hearings process. The ZIP says that nutrient 
limits should be set at or about a level to achieve the existing water quality. The plan sets a 25% 
increase over what was there over a period of time. I don’t think that either of those things are really 
showstoppers. Yeah, they’re different, but the intent of the ZIP is still kind of there, and hidden behind 
it…”          (Key Informant 2) 
Different Key Informants appear to have slightly different views on the significance of the 25 
per cent increase in N. Key Informant 9, however, shared a similar view to Key Informant 2. 




“…there was the element of uncertainty, have we gone too fast, we don’t really know how everything 
is going to impact. So, there was a little bit of an element of doubt about that. All in all though, I don’t 
think anybody in the Zone Committee really jumped up and down to that 25% increase in itself…”
          (Key Informant 9) 
There are clearly conflicting views presented by different Key Informants about the 
significance of the 25 per cent increase in the N load limit for the Hurunui River. While some 
expressed serious concerns about how the recommendation of the HWZC was altered before 
being adopted in the HWRRP, others felt that it was not overly significant. Despite these 
concerns, it is important to note that before the CWMS process, there was no overall limit on 
nutrient discharges. Key Informant 2 noted this. 
“…because under the RMA there was no allocation limit for water and there was no nutrient limit for 
the amount of nutrients that could be deposited into the catchment. So, at the very basic end of the 
spectrum, the progress that has been made is that there are limits that have been established for the 
amount of water you can take and the amount of nutrient you can discharge.”  (Key Informant 2) 
Key Informant 11 also noted that the load limit was an important matter, but also that 
allocating the load limit among existing and new “players” was also an important 
consideration. 
“…setting the load limits is one component in the Hurunui. The other is then allocating those limits to 
new players, and existing players. One of the huge debates that was of concern in the Hurunui was of 
existing users, was that they’d have to reduce their loads to make room for new users. Huge debate, 
still running.”         (Key Informant 11) 
Key Informant 5 expanded on this point, explaining how AIC would be concerned if they had 
to give up some of their existing N load allocation for new irrigators, because it would impact 
negatively on their shareholding farmers. 
“…but there has been confrontations with the other irrigators in the area over nutrient loads, because 
that becomes a property right basically. And if AIC has been irrigating for the past 20 or 30 years, 
AIC feels it has a property right to that water and then to how much nitrogen is losing to the water. 
And then if you’re going to allocate that nitrogen somewhere else… you’re taking something that 
you’ve assumed is yours by right. Our farmers have invested a lot in the scheme and everything. So, 
the whole issue of property rights can get very difficult. And, if you put a limit on something and you 
try and allocate it, then there’s always going to be conflicts, especially if you’re going to take it off 
somebody in order to give it to somebody else.”       
          (Key Informant 5) 
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Some Key Informants also expressed concerns about the way that nutrient limits were set in 
the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, using a river load limit rather than restricting nutrient discharges on 
a property-by-property basis. Key Informant 6’s view was: 
“Well, when you’re setting a water quality limit, there’s no point putting it in the river, you need to 
set a water quality limit by managing what’s happening on the land.”   (Key Informant 6) 
Key Informant 5’s view was that because there wasn’t enough water quality monitoring to 
pursue anything more rigorous, that the river load limit approach was probably appropriate. 
“So, is it appropriate? I think in the absence of anything else, probably. We don’t really have the 
water quality monitoring that would enable you do anything else, other than the kind of load limit 
approach that we’ve got, and we’ve got to work with that. Whether it will lead to a reduction in N and 
P concentrations, who can tell?  We’ll have to wait and see. But at the moment we’re totally 
committed to that system, and we’re doing our utmost to minimise our losses to water.”  
           (Key Informant 5) 
When asked about the river load limit approach chosen by ECan for the Hurunui-Waiau 
Zone, Key Informant 2 explained that given the short time-frame that was available to come 
up with nutrient limits and uncertainty about the attenuation factor of nutrient leaching, 
devising a KG per Ha limit was not as easily done as adopting the river load limit. He also 
explained that some because the HWZC had reached a decision through “consensus and 
collaboration” (Key Informant 2), it seemed like an appropriate method to adopt. 
“…the Zone Committee had done all of this by consensus and collaboration, and given that, and AIC 
was saying, ‘we’re going to reduce over time by moving to good management practice and HWP 
didn’t know exactly how much nutrient they’d use, and everyone was playing nicely at the time, so it 
seemed quite sensible to keep that collaborative process going and allow a bit of flexibility between 
AIC, HWP and NT. Because if they could reach agreement, they could share it up, that nutrient 
amongst themselves without a regulator needing to get into that space. We now know that that wasn’t 
going to happen, and we kind of set up a competitive type environment, bargaining around the 
nutrients that were left. But I guess that’s one of our key learnings to take forward, if we don’t go and 
set that on-farm, KG per Ha loss rate, we do create a situation where there’s this potential for conflict 
to occur within a catchment.”        (Key Informant 2) 
When asked if the approach might be changed at the next HWRRP plan review, Key 
Informant 2 commented that he did not want to pre-empt that, because, under the “CWMS-
style of planning”, it was a decision for the HWZC to make. He did comment, however, that a 
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key learning from the Hurunui-Waiau Zone and the experience of other zones in Canterbury 
was that a combination of on-farm limits and catchment load limits was a good approach. 
The N load limit translation from the ZIP to the HWRRP was a major concern for some Key 
Informants, while others thought that it wasn’t a hugely significant issue. Some concerns 
were expressed by Key Informants about the difficulty of allocating the N load amongst new 
and existing irrigators. The appropriateness of the river load limit approach was questioned, 
however, different Key Informants expressed varying opinions. The Chapter will now 
consider some of the issues around major water storage proposals, i.e. HWP, in the Hurunui-
Waiau Zone. 
5.4.2 Water storage 
All Key Informants held views about major water storage proposals in the Hurunui River. 
The proposal by HWP to construct a dam in or nearby the Hurunui River, has generated a 
significant amount of debate in the community. Currently, HWP hold consent to build a dam 
in the Waithoi Valley, a tributary of the Hurunui River, after proposals to construct a weir on 
Lake Sumner and dam the South Branch of the Hurunui River were prohibited by the 
recommendations of the HWZC’s first ZIP. This section will present some of the different 
views held by Key Informants about the HWP proposals and what they feel is the best option 
for water storage in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. The potential for new water storage 
infrastructure to provide assurance for farmers against drought conditions will also be 
explored, and the idea presented by a member of Ngāi Tahu Property about a Lake Sumner 
water storage option improving water quality in the Hurunui River will be discussed.  
Key Informant 1 explained how “sorting out” water storage in the catchment was one of the 
first expectations placed on the HWZC by Central Government. He commented that it was 
“really, really hard” to get consensus on what to do about the Lake Sumner and South Branch 
proposals (Key Informant 1). However, the HWZC now holds a fairly firm position that these 
options are no longer ‘on the table’. 
“…when the Zone Committee revisits the recommendations around Lake Sumner and South Branch 
they’re now pretty clear that that decision has been through three pretty fierce processes – a WCO, 
the LWRP and this one as well (the HWRRP). And all of them have said, ‘no, no damming in that 
upper Hurunui.’  So, the Zone Committee is pretty clear to anyone who keeps on saying it’s such a 
good storage and its cheap and it can provide flushing flows from Lake Sumner, they go, ‘how many 
times do you have to be told no?’ It's been told three times, it’s off the table in terms of what the Zone 
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Committee believes. There’s clearly a reasonable number of people up there, in terms of farmers and 
people who like to do some blue-sky thinking, but as well as that, even some of the developers would 
still see the attractiveness of Lake Sumner.”      (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 11 explained how the collaborative process had worked compared to how the 
traditional RMA process in determining suitable options for water storage. Unlike the RMA-
led process that generated nearly a thousand submissions, most of which were “vehemently 
opposed” to the Lake Sumner and South Branch proposals, the collaborative process 
produced a recommendation (the Waitohi proposal) that was far more acceptable to the wider 
community. 
“…there were about 1000 submissions that came in, and about 999 of those submissions were 
opposed, vehemently opposed, (it was a) very, very angry submission process that was going on at the 
time. The Zone Committee organized a review of the alternatives and determined that the tributary 
storage on the Waitohi was a more viable solution that allowed water to be made available but didn’t 
have the adverse environmental effects. And then they did a test on affordability, knowing it was going 
to be more expensive than the alternative and determined yes, I think it’s around 7,000 per Ha, which 
is comparable with the cost of stored water in other parts of Canterbury where storage is being 
considered. That has gone through the consenting process, there were about 100 submissions, most 
on detail, most of them supportive. A very different outcome having had the collaborative process 
rather than a proponent-driven process which is the standard under the RMA. So, in terms of storage, 
they’ve actually got, not necessarily a financially superior solution, but one that is satisfactory in 
terms of environmental, cultural, social and economic outcomes. It’s not the best economic outcome, 
but it’s still sustainable. Which is different to what you’d get under the RMA. People only put up the 
cheapest option. So, the Zone Committee process, in terms of storage, I think has worked very well.”
          (Key Informant 11) 
He went on to explain the merits of the collaborative process: 
“If you bring the people who have to live with the decision, they hear from other people who they 
have to live with (in the community) on an on-going basis, because they’re in the same zone, and they 
hear their views, there is still a willingness in New Zealand for people to take on board other people’s 
concerns and try and come up with creative alternatives. Waitohi is a good example.”   
          (Key Informant 11) 
However, several Key Informants expressed views that Lake Sumner was still a good option 
for water storage in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Some Key Informants felt that it was an option 
that should be revisited, while others still maintained that the environmental impacts of that 
option were too significant to justify it. Key Informant 2 explained that, from the information 
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he had been presented, the development of water storage infrastructure was vital for 
economic and social well-being in the catchment. And unfortunately, the development of 
such infrastructure had not yet proceeded since consent was granted for the Waitohi Scheme 
in 2013. And recently, discussions had shifted to utilising other options for water storage. 
“But what we haven’t quite cracked in that catchment, is the building of the infrastructure. To allow 
the water to be taken and deposited on farm, to use the available nutrient that’s now been provided 
for agricultural practices. So, while we’ve done a whole lot from a regulatory perspective, what I 
think is the disappointment, and it’s quite alive in the community’s mind, particularly the people who 
live in North Canterbury, is that we haven’t made the progress on an infrastructure and physical 
change, that I expected we would have made by this time when we were sitting at 20th December, 
2013 and we made the HWWRP plan operative. I was thinking at that time, we had a consent 
application for HWP going through, we were assessing that and we actually granted an application 
for them to build a dam in the Waitohi catchment. But there hasn’t been any building of that, and now 
as I understand it there’s a lot of discussion going on around utilising the Glenrae catchment for the 
storage of water. Now, that may or may not be a consentable or good thing to do, I don’t really pass 
judgement on that. But, by the community keeping on shifting on where they want to establish the 
infrastructure, it’s still not moving us past that barrier that says ‘actually, we need to store some 
water so we can provide reliable irrigation to some of the dryland properties so that they can intensify 
to make use of the available nutrient that’s there.’”     (Key Informant 2) 
Key Informant 10 commented on the Lake Sumner proposal, expressing some 
disappointment the option had been excluded from the HWRRP. She felt that the high level 
of emotion in the community about Lake Sumner was an overly significant factor in the 
decision to exclude it from consideration, and the collaborative process had not necessarily 
produced the best outcome for water storage. 
“I was, to be honest, quite disappointed because I felt that the decision to preclude Lake Sumner was 
a decision that was made on emotion, not on fact. When you actually look at the AEE’s for Lake 
Sumner, the environmental impact of putting a weir on Lake Sumner is actually very, very small. 
Relative to a lot of other proposals, including the Waitohi scheme. And I felt that in that sense the 
collaborative process let that option down in a way that the statutory process might not have. If they 
had made an application and actually gone to a hearing. Because the decision was made to take it off 
the table by the ZC based on emotion I feel, and very emotive presentations to them. Rather than a 
real hard look at the evidence about effects.”      (Key Informant 10) 
However, Key Informant 2 felt that the decision to exclude Lake Sumner wasn’t based on 
emotion, but rather, a lack of information about the impact the proposal would have on the 
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environment, particularly on native vegetation surrounding the Lake and a rare type of 
freshwater mussels. When asked if the idea to dam Lake Sumner might be revisited, he 
commented: 
“Um, I hope so. Because I think if we start to get static in our discussions that we have with the 
community and say ‘actually, this is vetoed’, then we’re actually not holding that debate properly with 
our community. So, I do hope that we come back and we have another look at it.  At the same time, 
I’m not entirely convinced that we’ll move to another position. Because I think the facts still stand, I 
think it’s the largest undammed alpine lake that we have in the South Island, it’s surrounded 
essentially by native vegetation, it’s got very high recreational values. And, it’s got these freshwater 
mussels hanging around the mouth.”       (Key Informant 2) 
 
Figure 10: Lake Sumner.  
Source: Newzealandnz.co.nz 
The potential impact of the proposal was a concern for several other Key Informants. Key 
Informant 3 explained how his organization were “totally against” the Lake Sumner and 
South Branch proposals. 
“We were concerned about damage to the forest around the edge of the lake, a 1-2 metre lift wasn’t 
it? We were concerned about that. They wanted to put a big dam on the South Branch, I’ve been up 
there and several times to the Lake Sumner area for tramping so I am familiar with what it looks like. 
And I think the upper Hurunui is a stunning river. So, we were against the damming of the South 
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Branch. And we were against the raising of Lake Sumner in terms of damage around the sides.”  
          (Key Informant 3) 
Key Informant 8 held similar views. She commented that she was not prepared to justify 
“destroying a whole lake system”, in order to allow more farming. She also commented that 
“the day of damming (in the Hurunui) is gone” (Key Informant 8). 
There are clearly a wide range of different perspectives on the water storage issue in the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone. Different Key Informants expressed varying points of view about the 
HWZC’s recommendation to exclude Lake Sumner from consideration in their ZIP and the 
Hearing Commissioner’s decision to adopt this recommendation in the Plan. The following 
section will discuss the issue of water storage providing security to farmers facing drought 
conditions in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
5.4.2.1 Water storage and drought resilience 
Key Informant 4 presented a fairly balanced perspective on water storage in the Hurunui 
catchment. When asked if he thought there was room for water storage, he responded: 
“…yep. Not in the Hurunui directly, not in the main stem. But I think one of these tributary branches 
could be utilised. There’s a couple of things really that I’m worried about - the scale of it and the 
ability of it to be affordable. And I am concerned that to be able to make it pay you need to have a 
certain size, and once you get to a certain size, the effect is going to be a lot more intensification in 
the catchment and it can’t really handle it. So, if it’s a small-scale dam and it’s focussed on drought 
resilience (for farmers) rather than everyone going down the intensive, irrigated pathway across most 
of their land, it’s quite a difference in that vision… So, I don’t think we’re completely opposed to the 
idea of a dam, but the trust isn’t there with the Zone Committee, as I’ve said I’ve wandered into these 
deals before and come out on the wrong side of it, and been pretty pissed off about it. And, I can’t 
really see that changing at the moment.”      (Key Informant 4) 
New water storage providing some resilience for farmers facing drought conditions was also 
mentioned by several other Key Informants. Key Informant 1 made an interesting point that 
in a recent survey of HWP’s shareholders, only “2 out of 70 or 90 were considering going 
from dryland to dairy”. So, the desire to develop new water storage infrastructure was not 
necessarily driven completely by aspirations of dairy conversion and expansion. 
“Everyone else is the mind-set is they want small area of irrigation on their property to give them the 
resilience and assurance they can continue to be able to run, effectively, a predominately dryland 
unit. Part of that’s driven by the three years of drought, I think it’s also been driven by the (new) 
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nitrogen limits, and also, the fact that dairying is not anywhere near as attractive at 4, or even 5 
dollars per kilo of milk solids as it was at 8.”      (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 10 explained that drought was one of the major issues in North Canterbury, 
and developing infrastructure to provide assurance to farmers for droughts should be a major 
focus for the HWZC. 
“We’ve been through three years of drought in North Canterbury. The biggest, longest, most severe 
drought in recorded history. To me, if I were on the Zone Committee, I wouldn’t be worrying about 
what’s in the 2018 plan (HWRRP plan review) I’d be worrying about how the hell do we get drought 
assurance irrigation across the zone. And I thought that was why the Zone Committee, what they were 
there for, and that was what the CWMS was actually about.”    (Key Informant 10) 
Key Informant 10 also expressed the view that water storage was crucial to provide farmers 
with some assurance against drought conditions. And, like Key Informant 1, felt that major 
water storage wasn’t solely a means of allowing for further dairy intensification. 
“…on the south side of the (Hurunui) river it’s crucial. And if the weather, climate change is as the 
say it is, and we’re going to get drier and drier, then we need water. HWP, they’re not looking at 
intensifying into all dairy and stuff like that, I think the dairy downturn has probably been the best 
thing in the world for making everybody pause and think ‘ok, dairying may not be the way to go’…But 
it is needed for farming survivability. So yeah, you look at the pain the community has suffered, and 
individuals have suffered with this drought, and it’s horrendous. It’s horrendous.”   
          (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 4 expanded on his earlier comments, sharing a similar view. 
“And personally, I still think a lower Waitohi dam, gravity fed, is the way to go. 15,000 Ha, you know, 
test the water. See how it goes, see what sort of impacts it has. And talking to (name removed) at 
HWP, he’s sort of saying they are more focusing on drought resilience. Which isn’t irrigating your 
whole farm and intensifying wickedly, it’s just trying to get you through the dry patches basically, and 
allow some more options. So, I’m much more in favour of that in a catchment that’s near its capacity, 
rather than trying to go all out dairy.”       (Key Informant 4) 
The view that water storage could provide some assurance to farmers facing drought 
conditions was shared by several Key Informants. While new water storage could help 
facilitate further dairy expansion, it may also be a necessary intervention to provide dryland 
farmers with a level of security against Canterbury’s dry summers, which had, in recent 





Figure 11: Evidence of drought conditions in a paddock near the Greta Valley in the 
Hurunui District. 
Source: Field research 
Key Informant 2 summarized his view on the need for water storage in the Hurunui-Waiau 
Zone, explaining that security against droughts was important, but was just one consideration 
for the well-being of the community. 
“The reason why I’m a pretty big proponent of water storage and spreading that irrigation water 
further, without increasing the amount of nutrient in the catchment, is actually when I drive through 
Hawarden, and I see a town that, unless we support it, is not going to continue to be a viable rural 
town. Over time, the shops won’t get the right level of business because there’s not enough money in 
the community, and my view around water storage is actually about creating a sustainable 
community. Part of that is providing water when there is a drought, but droughts don’t happen all the 
time. It’s about creating a sustainable, long-term income on-farm that provides employment and 
money in the economy, and people that want to come to that community, so you’ve got a critical mass 
for schools, for a post shop, for the four square. You know, for me, drought is a part of it, but it’s 
actually about community, that’s the key.”      (Key Informant 2) 
Several Key Informants agreed that new water storage infrastructure could play a major role 
in providing security to farmers facing drought conditions in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. The 
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following section in this chapter will discuss an idea presented by Key Informant 6 about 
revisiting the Lake Sumner option to improve water quality in the Hurunui River. 
5.4.2.2 Lake Sumner for a ‘water quality outcome’ 
Key Informant 6, a member of Ngāi Tahu Property, considered the best option for water 
storage in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone was building a weir on Lake Sumner. Despite the HWZC 
prohibiting this option in their ZIP, Key Informant 6 was convinced that there were major 
benefits, both economically and environmentally, to be derived from pursuing this option. 
The idea was discussed with several other Key Informants who expressed a wide range of 
views on the matter. Key Informant 6 presented the idea that a weir on Lake Sumner would 
allow for “flushing flows” to be released that could improve the quality of water in the 
Hurunui River, reducing nutrient concentrations and effectively cleaning the river. He 
commented that prohibiting Lake Sumner as a water storage option prohibited a “unique 
opportunity”. 
“…the public and the scientists don’t have a solution. So, they’re saying no to Lake Sumner, and 
they’re saying no to improved water quality. And they’re turning their back on water quality… We 
don’t see Lake Sumner as a solution for irrigation. It’s a solution for water quality outcomes. So, 
we’d be promoting Lake Sumner for a water quality outcome. But not for an irrigation outcome. 
There are suitable places for upper catchment storage and they need to be enabled in the plan and 
they’re not necessarily enabled in the plan. And people need to have the ability to not necessarily pick 
winners in a plan, but to enable consenting to happen in a reasonable framework that’s not 
prohibitive.”          (Key Informant 6) 
When asked about the idea, Key Informant 5 shared the view that the proposal was not 
surprising, given that Ngāi Tahu Farming were unable to pursue a full dairy-farm conversion 
at Balmoral Forest, because of the limitations on nutrient discharges. 
“So, if there’s a N limit on the catchment and you can’t realize your investment without increasing 
that load, then of course you’re going to be in favour of a scheme that says ‘we’ll just take a bit of 
water from Lake Sumner and flush it all out of the system’. So, their policy is kind of ‘dilution is the 
solution to pollution’. But you can see why they’re coming at it from that perspective, because it gets 
around the problem of the limit.”       (Key Informant 5) 
Key Informant 5’s opinion was that the HWZC’s stance on Lake Sumner was clear, that it 
was not a suitable option. 
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“I don’t really see that they’re going get a lot of traction with it. That’s the whole point of the plan 
system and the Zone Committee system, it’s to implement those community values into water 
management in the zone. And if the community is saying, however you define community, ‘no you 
don’t muck about with Lake Sumner, then you’ve got to say ‘ok, well how do we manage this without 
conflicting those community values?’”.       (Key Informant 5) 
Key Informant 7’s view about utilising Lake Sumner as a storage option was more sceptical. 
“…it’s just more of the same old, mixed-up arguments. Because, if you are then putting that water 
down so you can do more intensive farming, or dairy farming, then how is that going to fix anything? 
It’s only going to make matters, or facilitate making matters worse. I mean, if people were honest in 
these conversations you might be on a better platform, but nobody’s being honest and talking openly 
and making the right connections.”       (Key Informant 7) 
However, Key Informant 9 indicated he had no preference for water storage options in the 
Hurunui River, and idea about revisiting Lake Sumner to improve water quality in the river 
was an interesting one. Although, he commented that he would need to see more in-depth 
data about the proposal. 
“There has been some discussion since we’ve had the ZIP decision on Lake Sumner, and some more 
information has come through, I’ve got a question mark in my mind about Lake Sumner now. That a 
weir on Lake Sumner could potentially be manageable, I don’t know, I’d like to see more information 
on that one. And the reason why is that Lake Sumner may be able to be utilised as a mechanism to 
improve water quality, with the Didymo and the flushing flow.”    (Key Informant 9) 
Like most themes discussed during the Key Informant interviews, there are a wide range of 
perspectives expressed about the idea that water storage on Lake Sumner is a viable solution 
to improve water quality. As noted, the ZIP and the HWRRP prohibit Lake Sumner as a 
water storage option, deeming the environmental impact to be too great. Whether it may be 
‘put back on the table’ remains to be seen. 
Issues about water storage were a frequent topic of discussion during the Key Informant 
interviews. All Key Informants expressed opinions about water storage in the Hurunui-Waiau 
Zone. The HWZC’s decision to exclude Lake Sumner as an option in the ZIP was frequently 
mentioned, with some supportive of the idea while others were convinced that it should be 
revisited. The potential for water storage to alleviate the stress placed on farmers by drought 
conditions was noted by several Key Informants, and the idea that Lake Sumner could be 
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utilised as a water storage option to improve water quality in the Hurunui River was 
discussed by several key informants, too. 
The following section will discuss some of the issues raised by Key Informants relating to 
improvements in good management practice (GMP) in farming, particularly dairy farming. 
GMP is considered by many to be an essential requirement for improving, or at least, 
maintaining water quality. 
5.5 Good Management Practice (GMP) improvements  
Several Key Informants mentioned the shift to GMP in farming in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
AIC’s Irrigation Scheme Management Plan (2016) outlines GMP and includes six target 
areas for achieving GMP: irrigation management, to ensure water is used efficiently and 
minimises the amount of leaching and surface run-off; nutrient management, to ensure 
fertiliser is used efficiently and results in lower rates of N and P loss to waterways; collected 
animal effluent, ensuring that suitable storage is available for farm effluent and wastewater to 
be stored and then spread to land to make optimal use of their nutrient value and again, 
reduce nutrient losses to waterways; wetland, native vegetation and riparian management, to 
exclude stock from waterways and encourage native riparian planting, again, resulting in 
lower nutrient losses; soils management, to maintain or improve the condition of soils and 
identify and understand which soil types are more susceptible to nutrient loss than others; and 
finally, environmental hotspots, which relates to the management of offal pits and rubbish 
pits to avoid significant environmental impacts. As Key Informant 5 explains, the over-
arching GMP targets link to individual actions on-farm. 
“…so, there are the over-arching (six) targets, they’re pretty generic, so we work through those and 
come up with some specific actions or targets on the farm, so it’s kind of a hierarchy, and that’s 
probably the biggest change in this document from the old one, we have our top-level objectives and 
we can work that through from there all the way down to individual actions on the farm.”  
          (Key Informant 5) 
Key Informant 5 explained that AIC had pursued GMP from before the time of the CWMS, 
encouraging a shift from border-dyke irrigation to spray irrigation, a far more efficient 
approach. They had also introduced audited self-management (ASM) and farm environment 
plans (FEPs) to ensure their farmers were operating at a certain level of GMP, minimising 
their environmental impact while farming. However, the HWRRP now requires irrigation 
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companies to have an irrigation scheme management plan that outlines how they will achieve 
GMP. This is a fairly recent requirement in Canterbury. 
“Certainly, it’s the first time in AIC’s existence. All we did before the HWRRP came into existence, 
was deliver water to the farm gate and it’s up to you how you manage it, you know. Do with it what 
you want, more or less. I mean, there were a couple of projects AIC did to try and reduce by-wash 
from certain areas into the Pahau river, part of the Pahau project. But that was pretty small-time 
compared to what we’re doing now”       (Key Informant 5) 
Other Key Informants mentioned the efficiency improvements and the shift to GMP. Key 
Informant 1 explained how AIC’s scheme to pipe and pressurize its water supply would 
increase efficiency, reduce irrigation through flow and allow them to reduce their nutrient 
losses. This would allow them to expand while maintaining their nutrient loss rates. 
“…so, AIC, if we take the Hurunui Catchment, applied for a discharge consent that effectively was for 
the estimated nitrogen losses they are currently doing. Because they’re going to pipe most of their 
scheme and make it much, much more efficient, the irrigation through flow will be significantly less so 
the nitrogen losses from property should be less as well. So, they’re probably able to expand 
somewhat in terms of 1000’s of Ha’s while still maintaining the same root-zone losses they are at the 
moment.”          (Key Informant 1) 
The idea that improving efficiency and reducing nutrient losses could allow for further 
development was also mentioned by Key Informant 9. He considered water-use efficiency to 
be an important initiative in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
“Yep, water use efficiency is a big one for us. Because, it also opens up the potential for increased 
irrigation. Also, you’ve got the 12 targets in the CMWS, and economic development prosperity is one 
of them, and getting more land irrigated is one of the threads that you can use for economic 
prosperity. So yeah, the efficiency work that AIC have been doing is good. And we’ve been driving 
that as well, because that’s going to improve the, from what we understand, and you never know, but 
those efficiency gains will reduce the N leaching and P (in the catchment).”  (Key Informant 9) 
This idea, that improvements in efficiency and management practice that would reduce 
nutrient losses could allow for further development was of concern to Key Informant 4. He 
acknowledged that there was good work being done to improve the environmental impact of 
irrigated farming, but the continual drive to expand concerned him. 
“It (GMP) could definitely offset some (of the environmental impact). And as I said, I’m a big fan and 
I give credit to farmers who are at least picking that up and saying they’re going to run with it. And 
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what AIC has done is a good start, they are investing in it. Um, the only thing is, I agree more with 
the Environmental Commissioner Jan Wright’s report from a couple of years ago that said even with 
the best practice across all of Canterbury we still wouldn’t be keeping up with the amount of pollution 
that’s going into the catchment. And this is this problem of when, if you move your paddock to say 
centre pivots from border dyke then, to pay for those centre pivots, you tend to want to put more cattle 
on.”           (Key Informant 4) 
While Key Informant 4 is in favour of the shift to GMP, he felt that until discussions started 
focussing on slowing down expansion, there would not be a significant improvement in the 
environment. 
“…it’s really going to have to be future generations that are going to have to deal with this, and 
that’s what annoys me. I got asked this question the other day by one of the guys on the Zone 
Committee, ‘what do you think we really need to do?’, and I said, ‘well, until we start hearing 
conversations focusing on reducing cow numbers, this is existing farms as well, and being high-
yielding operations and focussing on that side of the business, with less inputs, until we see that 
change in mind-set we’re really just going to keep battling. And be at loggerheads I think.”  
          (Key Informant 4) 
This concern that environmental improvement was simply a justification to allow for further 
development is similar to that of Key Informant 7, when discussing the Lake Sumner water 
storage proposition that would provide ‘flushing flows’, into the Hurunui River. 
Other Key Informants commented on the issue of efficiency improvements and GMP. Key 
Informant 11 commented that since the inception of the CWMS, the conversations about 
improving environmental performance had become more prevalent. 
“But what became clear is there’s actually a different way of doing things. That if you’re going to get 
improvements, it’s actually cheaper to get water that was currently allocated and used inefficiently, 
than stored water, because stored water is expensive. If you improve efficiency you also reduce the 
amount of groundwater leakage, and you also reduce the amount of runoff, which means you can also 
improve the environment. So, there was actually a solution that if you could get existing users to 
improve their practices, you could meet a lot of the water demands and reduce the environmental 
effects. That issue wasn’t even on the table before the discussions around the CWMS.”   
          (Key Informant 11) 
Key Informant 11 also commented that the improvements in practice were not yet sufficient 
to allow for further development in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone or elsewhere in Canterbury.  
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“The work that was done in the CWMS basically said ‘if you’re going to get sustainable management 
in Canterbury, you’ve got to get existing users to lift their game, and they’ve got to lift their game to 
the extent that if you want further development there has to be the headroom available for any further 
expansion. That process still has not got to the point where the level of controls and practices in 
agricultural development has reduced (environmental impacts) to the point where you could allow 
further development.  That is going to be the big issue, not just in Hurunui-Waiau, but across all of 
Canterbury.” (Key Informant 11) 
He felt that while they were “not there yet”, there was a much better chance of improvement 
under the new approach than through the traditional RMA-style approach. 
“But as a concept, having auditing of FEPs that farmers have ownership in, not consent conditions 
that are written by people that they don’t trust in Christchurch, and probably don’t know as much 
about farming as they do. You’re not going to get acceptance of a regulatory system to do that. The 
key thing is then making certain that the FEPs of the individual farms, the environmental management 
systems of the collectives, and the ZIPs that set limits, are actually achieving sustainable 
environmental outcomes, and we’re not there yet. But as a concept, I think it’s much more likely to be 
achieved with FEPs, audited self-management, farmer collectives and the solution packages around 
zones than the RMA alternative. We’re just not there yet”    (Key Informant 11) 
 
Key Informant 2 spoke about the Matrix of Good Management (MGM) project, which 
involved a collaborative working group of scientists and industry partners developing a 
program about GMP and reducing nutrient losses on-farm. While the MGM is not part of the 
HWZC process, Key Informant 2 noted the importance of the CWMS in relation to the 
collaborative approach that was used to develop solutions around GMP and nutrient loss. 
“I think the CWMS was kind of the fulcrum, the starting point that drove it… That project (MGM) 
hasn’t been cheap, it has been several million dollars of ratepayer expenditure, but we never 
would’ve committed that money without the CWMS and its drive to get all farms at GMP, if that 
makes sense. But we also never would’ve got there without the CWMS collaborative principles that sit 
behind it that say ‘everyone’s got a valid point of view, it’s really important to attract all those points 
of view’. Now, the public way we see that is through the Zone Committee process where community 
members sit around the table. But the MGM project took that same kind of collaborative working 
group and applied it to the industry and NGO scientists, and said ‘actually, all of you have a valid 
viewpoint too, can you help us to develop this GMP?’ Firstly, the practices and then, the loss rate 
that’s associated with that.”        (Key Informant 2)
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There is wide recognition among several Key Informants that improvements in farming 
management practice, especially water-use efficiency, are an important development in 
irrigated farming. AIC’s work to ensure all farmers are operating at GMP or better was noted 
by several Key Informants. However, some Key Informants still expressed concerns that 
GMP may be used as a justification to allow further expansion of irrigated farming, which 
may only exacerbate water quality problems in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
5.6 Ngāi Tahu Farming’s Balmoral Forest Development 
Ngāi Tahu Farming’s Balmoral Forest Development has been outlined in the previous chapter 
and mentioned by Key Informants in relation to nutrient allocation and water storage issues. 
The proposal to convert Balmoral Forest into farming was frequently discussed during the 
Key Informant interviews. Here, some of the general views about the proposal and the 
decision by the hearing commissioners to not allow a full-conversion to dairy farming, based 
on the limits set in the HWRRP, will be discussed. 
Key Informant 1 explained how the decision to prevent a full-scale dairy conversion was 
driven by the water quality limits that were set in the HWRRP, following the HWZC process 
of developing a ZIP. His opinion was that because of these limits, dairy farming expansion in 
Canterbury would be limited. 
“Ngāi Tahu Properties, now Ngāi Tahu Farming Enterprises applied for a consent to develop the 
Balmoral forest area. They got a discharge allowance as well, and there’s been quite a lot of to-ing 
and fro-ing, they were going to appeal that because they didn’t get much at all, because the hearing 
commissioners, I think rightly so, said on the evidence, ‘sorry, you can’t do that level of expansion, 
i.e. irrigated dairying, even though what you’re putting forward is better than current best practice 
irrigated dairying, it’s still too much.’ So, I think we will see very limited further dairy expansion 
anywhere in Canterbury, not because some people would like to put a moratorium on that, we’re 
driving it through outcomes in terms of water quality limits.”    (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 9 explained that while he was disappointed that Ngāi Tahu were not able to 
pursue their development aspirations, he was not disappointed at the reasons why they could 
not, which was a breach of the N limits in the HWRRP. 
“…we wanted to give them the opportunity to do that (convert Balmoral Forest), as long as it met the 
constraints that we set within the environmental, land use and water quality areas… So, if the full 
development option had been accepted, then that would’ve breached the 25% increase, wouldn’t it? 
So no, disappointed that they weren’t able to do it, but not disappointed in the reason they weren’t 
able to do it.”          (Key Informant 9) 
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When asked if he thought it was possible for a full dairy-farm conversion to be realised 
within the constraints of the HWRRP, he explained: 
“From what we’ve been told, they say that they can do it. With their mitigation measures that they put 
in place. So, we can only go on what they’ve been saying (at this stage), and what (names removed) 
have been saying and presenting to the Zone Committee, they say that they can operate at very good 
levels.”          (Key Informant 9) 
Key Informant 2’s view was that until Ngāi Tahu Farming were able to demonstrate that they 
were achieving a very high level of environmental performance, they may not be able to 
pursue a full-dairy farm conversion at Balmoral Forest. 
“…they’ve got some capital behind them to put in the storage, to develop the land, and to put in 
mitigation to address the negative environmental effects. And at least in my head, until they can 
demonstrate how they’re doing farming, in the most sustainable way possible, and there’s nothing 
hidden, that they might get the same answer they got last time, ‘yeah you can do some farming, but 
it’s the dryland type of farming not the intensive dairy farming.”   (Key Informant 2) 
Key Informant 6, a member of Ngāi Tahu Properties, explained how the organization had 
enough access to water but was restricted by the amount of nitrates they had been granted by 
the commissioners. He commented that more high quality research around nutrient leaching 
and water quality was needed. 
“We’ve got enough irrigation water for about 4,500 Ha, but we only have enough nitrates to enable 
that to be used for sheep and beef, which is not really profitable. Well, probably only sheep. But we 
don’t have enough nitrates to convert the whole forest to dryland farming. So, part of the game is 
more nitrates, more quality research to try and justify whether or not you are going to have an 
adverse effect with your nitrates.”       (Key Informant 6) 
Other Key Informants expressed some concerns about the Balmoral Forest proposal. Key 
Informant 10’s opinion was that a dairy farm conversion at the site was not an appropriate use 
of land. 
“But no, I was never a supporter of dairy on Balmoral. It was planted in pine trees for a reason. I am 
great believer that you farm to your natural capital. And that irrigation water should be something 
you use to take some of the risk out of your business. It’s not something that you should to create an 
environment that Mother Nature hasn’t given you. That’s just my own personal philosophy and ethics 
in terms of farming. But I can tell you that every farmer I know up there, and I know most of them, 
scratched their head and said ‘why on earth would you put dairy cows on this sort of country, this is 
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not dairy country’. Um, so I looked at Balmoral as ‘that’s not a farming decision’, I felt that was an 
investment decision.”         (Key Informant 10) 
Key Informant 3 commented that he was reasonably satisfied that the full-scale dairy 
conversion had not proceeded. However, he was concerned that, with a plan review of the 
HWRRP scheduled to take place in 2018, nutrient limits may be raised, allowing Ngāi Tahu 
Farming to pursue a larger dairy conversion than what they could under the current limits of 
the plan. 
“I think we were reasonably satisfied. They didn’t appeal it. In the sense it had been reduced from 
6500 to 1500 Ha. That is not being converted to dairy, yet. As I understand…  So, the question is, 
what will happen to the legal levels in the Hurunui River? Because there’s not much headroom for 
nitrates and phosphorous. The HWRRP, they set limits but there’s not much headroom, the amount of 
nutrients running in is this amount, the allowed maximum is there (just above), there’s not much 
room. But the thing that happens with these plans is that they’re reviewed, they’re not locked in stone. 
The HWRRP is due to be reviewed in 2018. Will they move the goalposts? Under pressure. That’s 
what we’re concerned about.”        (Key Informant 3) 
A wide range of views were presented about the Balmoral Forest development. Most Key 
Informants were satisfied with nutrient allocation afforded to Ngāi Tahu Farming, because it 
met with the requirements of the HWRRP. However, there was still an appetite for the dairy 
conversion to be allowed to proceed more fully. 
5.7 Māori values and involvement in the collaborative process 
As noted previously, one of the areas of research that proved difficult to investigate was 
Māori values and involvement in the CWMS process. Former and current members of the 
HWZC that represented Iwi interests were unable to be contacted for comment. One Key 
Informant associated with Ngāi Tahu was available to comment, but her experience has 
largely been in another zone in Canterbury, not the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. She made 
comments about the CWMS process, but these can not necessarily be attributed to the process 
that unfolded with the HWZC in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
Key Informant 8 was not satisfied with the effectiveness of the collaborative process in truly 
recognizing traditional Māori values relating to freshwater management. When asked if there 
had been widespread disappointment about the process, she commented: 
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“Totally. It is only through bull-s*** and jellybeans, we all haven’t walked away from the table… 
And, it would’ve been a mass walkout. But a couple have said, ‘well, if we’re not there, things could 
happen.”          (Key Informant 8) 
Specific examples of the collaborative process benefitting or disadvantaging Iwi were 
difficult to identify. The comments of Key Informant 8 were fairly scathing about the CWMS 
process, but verifying these comments by comparison to the opinions of other Key 
Informants was not possible. As noted earlier, this has been identified as a major limitation of 
the research process. 
5.8 Dryland farming and the ’10 per cent rule’ 
A topic that emerged frequently throughout the Key Informant interviews was the issue of 
dryland farmers’ involvement in the HWZC process and what has become known as the ’10 
per cent rule’. This rule, found in the HWRRP, states that a 10 per cent increase in N 
emissions constitutes a change in land-use and requires a resource consent. However, a 10 per 
cent increase for a dryland farming operation is a very small amount compared to a 10 per 
cent increase for a high-emitting operation such as irrigated dairy farming. Several Key 
Informants commented on this issue, which caused great concern amongst hundreds of 
dryland farmers in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone when they realised the implications the rule 
would have for them. In July 2015, ECan published an advice note (ECan, 2015b), stating 
they did not intend to pursue dryland farmers in relation to this rule, effectively 
acknowledging that the rule was intended for high-emitting operations such as irrigated dairy 
farming. 
Key Informant 1 explained how the issue was not recognised during the development of the 
HWRRP, and eventually came to the fore late in 2014. 
“(despite) about 100 submissions on the plan, nobody picked up that the interplay between a couple 
of rules in here (the HWRRP) and one of the limits would mean that normal dryland farming would 
struggle to be a legal activity, because the Nitrogen losses kind of wax and wane depending on what 
the year is. And also, if they have development aspirations, even like putting more stock on, then if 
you strictly read the rules here, you’d need consent for it, and given where the load limit of the river 
is at, that would actually be declined. So, nobody picked that up through the process. There’s a lot of 
blame going around, and basically the fact is no one saw it. It came to the fore in September 2014, we 
had a normal Zone Committee meeting at Waikari hall, and about 330 people turned up. Primarily 
pretty angry dryland farmers saying ‘how can you do this to us? It’s grossly unfair. We’re only 
allowed to leach this amount and 10% of 80kg of N/ha/year is quite a big amount but us dryland 
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farmers may only be leaching 8kg/ha/yr. We get kind of penalised. And yes, it has been grossly 
unfair.”           (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 11 also explained how the ’10 per-cent rule’ had impacted on dryland farmers. 
“So, if you were a dairy farmer discharging nitrate you were given greater scope to increase your 
load than anyone else. And that was using, effectively, RMA principles on grandfathering. Suddenly, 
the sheep and beef farmers found they were in a very disadvantaged position. They weren’t the 
perpetrators of the very high levels of nitrate, but because they could only get a 10% increase on their 
current discharges, they were very constrained in what they could do on their farms.”   
          (Key Informant 11) 
Other Key Informants commented on the issue, noting that a lack of engagement with the 
HWZC by dryland farmers, or vice-versa, may have been the cause of the problem. 
“…that would be the biggest issue for the Zone Committee, how it resolves this problem. This 
problem it has got into is probably from a lack of engagement from dryland farmers from the start. I 
mean, if they were properly engaged, they might have seen this problem coming and put in place 
something in the plan or put in a submission that prevented this problem arising. But basically, they 
said, ‘this plan is to sort out the problems of dirty dairy farmers, it’s got nothing to do with us 
because we’re low input farmers, low environmental impact farmers.’ When the plans put in place, 
they actually find out it has a big impact on them.”     (Key Informant 5) 
Key Informant 10’s view was that the HWZC had failed to engage properly with dryland 
farmers in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, focusing too much on irrigated dairy farmers and not 
including sheep and beef farmers. 
“I don’t think the Zone Committee realised what that rule was doing, when you had 1,000 dryland 
farmers with single digit loss N numbers, not being able to do anything, and then you had these guys 
(dairy farmers), some of them who were on border dyke irrigation with big losses still being on the 
scheme, still being able to do development. So, that was quite an unintended consequence. I don’t 
think the Zone Committee thought for one minute that the regulations in the plan were even going to 
touch dryland farmers. They thought they were all about irrigation. In fact, several times when 
dryland farmers had come to their meetings, they’d said, ‘this does not concern you. You know, unless 
you’re irrigating, it’s not going to affect you.’ So, I think there was just a real disconnect.”  
          (Key Informant 10) 
Key Informant 1 explained how the HWZC and ECan had worked to resolve the problem, 
preparing an advice note that reassured dryland farmers they would not be punished under the 
‘10 per-cent rule’. 
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 “…the Zone Committee said, ‘yep, we’ve heard heaps and heaps of stuff, so we’ll work with ECan to 
come up with a solution. So, an advice note from ECan was prepared and endorsed by the 
commissioners and it means that, in terms of compliance, then, we take normal dryland farming as 
being subject to any land-use change. So, normal dryland farming, what you do, provided you’re not 
adding irrigation or substantially increasing winter grazing for dairying, it’s not ‘land-use change’, 
so as a consequence they don’t get caught up in any of the rules and the like. So, I guess it’s a 
pragmatic, workable approach, that’s now been in place for, I don’t know, at least 12 or 18 months 
and there’s been no issues even though everyone keeps bringing it up, the 10% rule is broken and so 
on and so forth.”         (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 2 also explained that the ’10 per-cent rule’ was never intended for targeting 
low-emitting, dryland farmers. When asked if he thought dryland farmers would be happy 
with the advice not as a resolution, he replied: 
“I guess some are. I think the advice note, sure we’ve put it out there, it should give people comfort 
that we were never really wanting to target those individuals anyway, we’re after the high-risk folk.” 
          (Key Informant 2) 
The ’10 per-cent rule’ was mentioned by several Key Informants as being a notable failure of 
the HWRRP. Some Key Informants noted that a lack of engagement with the collaborative 
process may have caused the problem. However, the problem has been recognized and 
acknowledged by the HWZC and ECan, with the advice note that addresses the issue until the 
HWRRP plan review in 2018. 
5.9 ‘ECan Act’ Issues 
An issue that emerged frequently during Key Informant interviews was the implications of 
the ‘ECan Act’ for freshwater management in Canterbury. This unique piece of legislation 
has been explained in previous chapters. Some Key Informants were concerned about the 
implications of the ‘ECan Act’, while others felt that it had some positive outcomes. 
Key Informant 1 explained how, despite what appeared to be a reduced democratic process, 
the new, appointed ECan commissioners had ensured that all hearing commissioners were the 
“best they could possibly get”. 
“…it’s interesting how the ECan commissioners have responded to what, on the face of it, is a 
reduction in the amount of environmental justice process. Many Regional Council’s and District 
Council’s hearings on plans, maybe they’ll have an independent chair, but generally they’ll be 
councillors doing the hearing. ECan commissioners said, ‘nope, we need the best hearing 
commissioners we can possibly get, because there is no recourse for anything further.’ (appeals to the 
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Environment Court). So, all of the hearing processes, including this one (the HWRRP), the chair will 
be either an ex-Environment Court judge or an ex-High Court judge. And, the other players are also 
very highly qualified. So, the hearing commissioners are very experienced and of the highest quality.”
          (Key Informant 1) 
Key Informant 6 shared a similar view. He felt that the good thing about the ECan Act was 
the appointed commissioners being in control, rather than elected commissioners who might 
come with a particular “bent”. 
“…the good thing about the ECan act is that we actually got some professional commissioners…So, 
the good thing about the ECan commissioners we’ve had over the past 4 or 5 years is that they’ve 
actually consulted, and they actually haven’t had firm opinions on what’s right or wrong. They have 
had firm opinions on appropriate governance, and appropriate consultation with communities. And 
so, we’ve had more community voice representation, than we ever had under previous, elected 
commissioners… The trouble is with elected commissioners, they come with a particular bent and a 
particular philosophy, but don’t necessarily have any governance experience. And so, then they start 
forgetting about the community consultation aspect, and just putting their own values into plans…” 
          (Key Informant 6) 
He was concerned at what might happen when ECan’s commissioners transitioned back to a 
mixed-governance arrangement, where some commissioners were appointed and others were 
elected. 
“So, I’m a little bit fearful as to what’s going to happen next with the CWMS… I do think we’ll get 
influential individuals who express their own values. As opposed to consult and come up with a 
consensus that the community wants.”       (Key Informant 6) 
Key Informant 5 shared a similar view, expressing some concern at what might happen when 
ECan shifted back to a partly or fully-elected governance arrangement. He felt that significant 
process had been made in the zone in terms of GMP and ASM, but it may not appear this way 
to new commissioners. 
“…if you look at the Hurunui, and don’t really understand the history of how it started and see how 
much progress has really been made, for example with AIC, and you look at it purely as ‘1st January, 
2017, the vast majority of farmers don’t have farm plans and they’re actually in breach of the law, it 
looks bad. So, that must be on the mind of the Zone Committee, this whole ASM community-based 
approach to doing something suddenly starts to look quite bad. But actually, I think we’ve made a 
huge improvement. So, that’s a dilemma that’s going to be played out in the next year or so. You’re 
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moving to elected commissioners, and you’re going to reintroduce these partisan politics into that, 
it’s inevitable.”         (Key Informant 5) 
Other Key Informants commented on the ‘ECan Act’ with a slightly more critical 
perspective. They felt that the Act had negative implications for freshwater management in 
Canterbury, and the appointed commissioners were pursuing a central government agenda to 
increase the expansion of irrigation in the region and allow the dairy industry to expand. Key 
Informant 4 commented: 
“Well, there has been some advantages. When you’re given a mandate, and some of the obstacles 
from a democratic point of view are taken away, you can be more autocratic and get on with things, 
and get things done… That said, some of those commissioners will tell you they’ve had the 
environment in mind but I just haven’t seen it… But if we be honest, those commissioners know their 
appointment has been to foster the development of intensive dairy expansion and irrigation through 
Canterbury. And of course, they’ll say, hand on heart, ‘we’ve got to protect the environment while 
we’re doing it.’ But, it’s the wrong way around, it really should be ‘protect the environment first, take 
a precautionary approach, and where you can: develop’. And my attitude has been, ‘aren’t you better 
off proving the improvements before you start sharing out the awards of that change?’”   
          (Key Informant 4) 
Key Informant 6 expressed concerns about the ECan Act and the role of the appointed 
commissioners, commenting on the “brief” they had been given by central government. 
“ECan is currently under government control, in terms of the commissioners that have been 
appointed, and they will have had a role and a task assigned to them. I would even recommend that 
you should find out what that brief is. But, if you don’t know what that brief is, how do you know what 
the CWMS is supposed to be about?”       (Key Informant 6) 
He was disillusioned with the process of the CWMS because of the role and agenda of the 
appointed ECan commissioners. 
“I struggle with it producing anything of value and use. Because, the conversations are so one-sided, 
and because it is so infiltrated and controlled by commissioners who have that agenda.”   
          (Key Informant 6) 
Like most common themes that emerged during the Key Informant interviews, a range of 
different perspectives about the ‘ECan Act’ were presented. Some felt that the Act had 
enabled decision-making to proceed more smoothly in Canterbury, while others were deeply 
93 
 
concerned about a central government agenda for expanding irrigation that was enabled by 
the appointment of the ECan commissioners. 
5.10 Summary 
This chapter has presented the results of the research process. A wide range of themes 
emerged during Key Informant interviews, with varying and often conflicting perspectives 
being expressed. 
• The motivations for adopting a collaborative approach to freshwater management in 
Canterbury have been outlined, and were agreed upon by Key Informants. 
• The nature of the collaborative process in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone has been 
discussed, with some of the successful and challenging aspects of collaboration 
outlined. A key topic of discussion here was the perceived balance or imbalance of 
the HWZC and the implications of this. 
• The preparation of the ZIP and its translation into the HWRRP was a common theme 
in Key Informant interviews, with issues such as nutrient limit-setting and allocation 
and water storage options being frequently commented on. On the topic of water 
storage, issues around drought resilience and Lake Sumner being revisited as a viable 
option were discussed. 
• A shift to GMP, especially through water-use efficiency, was discussed with several 
Key Informants. The work being done by AIC to improve environmental performance 
was commented on by several Key Informants. While several Key Informants were 
very optimistic about improvements in GMP, others were concerned that the 
improvements might only lead to further expansion of the dairy industry and greater 
environmental impacts. 
• The issue of Ngāi Tahu’s Balmoral Forest development also arose frequently during 
Key Informant interviews. Most Key Informants were satisfied with the limited-level 
of dairy development that was granted at Balmoral, because it met with the 
requirements of the HWRRP. 
• A topic that proved difficult to investigate was Māori involvement in the collaborative 
decision-making process. The researcher considers this to be a very indicator of the 
success of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, but unfortunately, Key Informants 
with expertise around this issue were unable to be contacted. One Key Informant was 
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fairly scathing of the CWMS’ engagement with Iwi values, but her experiences have 
largely been in other zones in Canterbury, not the Hurunui-Waiau. 
• The issue of dryland farmers and the ’10 per-cent rule’, was another common theme 
discussed during Key Informant interviews. This rule was identified as a problem, 
which some Key Informants considered may have been avoided by greater 
engagement between the HWZC and dryland farmers. However, an advice note issued 
by ECan had reassured dryland farmers that it was the “high-risk” farmers that the 
rule was intended for and they should not expect to be punished because of it. 
• Finally, issues about the ‘ECan Act’ and the government-appointed ECan 
commissioners were discussed by several Key Informants. Some felt that Act had 
allowed for a smoother and higher-quality process of decision-making in Canterbury, 
while others were deeply concerned about the implications that the Act had for 
democratic processes and a central-government agenda about expanding irrigation 
and the dairy industry in the Region. 
A common trend of all the themes discussed was the wide range of perspectives presented. 
While some Key Informants agreed on certain points, there were nearly always significant 
differences in opinion expressed. This indicates the complexity of freshwater management in 
Canterbury, and highlights the ‘environment versus economy’ debate. 
The following chapter will discuss the significance of these results, drawing links to 












Chapter 6: Discussion: Evaluating the Research Findings 
 
The previous chapter presented the results of the research. This chapter will discuss the 
results in greater detail, referring to the four research questions and the wider body of 
academic literature that was explored in Chapter 2. 
First, the research questions will be reintroduced. These questions guided the research and 
provided focus for the Key Informant interviews. During Key Informant interviews, a wide 
range of different topics were discussed. These topics will be discussed further in this chapter 
to provide answers to the research questions. The chapter will then be organized by each 
research question. A discussion about the results of Key Informant interviews and any links 
to the academic literature found in Chapter 2 will follow each question. 
6.1 Research questions 
The four primary research questions that guided this research are: 
1.) What was the motivation for the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) and what 
are its key features? 
2.) Is the collaborative approach that is now being used under the CWMS proving to be an 
effective means of managing water in Canterbury? 
3.) How is the CWMS working now compared with pre-CWMS strategies? What has been 
achieved and what has changed so far in terms of the decision-making process? 
4.) What are the key priorities for the future development of the CWMS in the Hurunui District? 
Responses given by Key Informants during interviews will be used to help determine answers to 
these questions.  
6.2 Research Question One: What was the motivation for the Canterbury Water 
Management Strategy (CWMS) and what are its key features? 
The first research question was commented on in Chapter 2. However, comments made my 
Key Informants added to this understanding and confirmed ideas about why a shift to 





6.2.1 Reasons for adopting the CWMS 
The main reason for adopting a collaborative approach to freshwater management in 
Canterbury was a growing acknowledgment that the ‘old way’ of managing freshwater under 
the RMA was not working. Key Informants 1 and 11 both commented that there it was 
widely accepted that a new approach to freshwater management was necessary. Comments 
from the literature (e.g. Jenkins, 2011 and Parrish, 2011) suggest that the traditional RMA-
style of resource management was ill-suited to managing a natural resource that had reached 
its sustainable limits. Key Informant 11 reiterated this point during his interview. 
Water quality and quantity issues in Canterbury are well-documented (PCE reports). The 
importance of the dairy industry to Canterbury’s and New Zealand’s economy is equally 
well-documented (reference). Improving or maintaining water quality and expanding the 
dairy industry through the provision of more irrigation seem to be two objectives that don’t 
necessarily complement each other very well. However, the targets found in the CWMS 
attempt to address both of these wider objectives. A collaborative approach that encompasses 
the wide range of different, and at times, competing, values was necessary. The traditional, 
RMA-style process was proving to be time-consuming and costly (Jenkins, 2011; Key 
Informants 1 and 11). The adversarial process that was taking place was “benefitting nobody 
whatsoever” (Key Informant 1).  
Reasons for adopting the collaborative approach in Canterbury are similar to reasons 
identified in academic literature. For example, dissatisfaction or concern with the way that 
local government is managing water resources (Bellamy and Johnson, 2000); a response to 
the increasing degradation of natural values (Mitchell, 1993) e.g. water quality; and the 
growing acknowledgment that water resource issues affect multiple different stakeholder 
groups in a catchment with a wide range of interests and priorities (Bellamy and Johnson, 
2000; Macleod, 2007). 
6.2.2 Key features of the CWMS 
The key features of the CWMS are also explained in earlier chapters. The Strategy sets out a 
range of targets relating to freshwater and establishes a Regional Committee and ten Zone 
Committees to help deliver the targets. Each Zone Committee is tasked with preparing a ZIP, 
which makes recommendations to ECan about what it should include in its Regional River 




The balance of different interests around the HWZC table was an issue that was frequently 
discussed by Key Informants. While some Key Informants felt that the HWZC was fairly 
balanced, others felt that it was dominated by farmers and development interests. The recent 
decision by Fish and Game to remove themselves from their position around Zone 
Committee tables in Canterbury seems to have been caused by a growing disillusionment and 
dissatisfaction with the collaborative process. This echoes the findings of McCloskey (2001) 
who found that environmental groups in the USA were often sceptical about being involved 
in collaborative processes because they felt that these processes often favoured industry 
groups. However, Key Informant 1 and 5 both commented that for a rural area like Hurunui-
Waiau, the presence of so many farmers on the HWZC was appropriate. Key Informant 2 
also made the interesting point that when he spoke to environmentalists, they said they were 
unhappy with the “farmer-dominated” composition of the Zone Committee, but when he 
spoke to farmers, they would say that the environmentalists were a “handbrake” to the whole 
process. The perspectives about the balance of the Zone Committee clearly differ depending 
on your position. 
The development of the ZIP by Zone Committees is another key feature of the CWMS. The 
next research question investigates whether the collaborative approach is proving to be an 
effective means of managing water in Canterbury.  
6.3 Research Question Two: Is the collaborative approach that is now being used under 
the CWMS proving to be an effective means of managing water in Canterbury? 
6.3.1 Nutrient limit setting 
Determining how effective the CWMS has been for managing freshwater is the central focus 
for this research. Koebele’s (2015) work on collaborative water management distinguishes 
between the outputs and outcomes of collaborative processes – where outputs include “plans, 
products and other tangible items generated by collaborative efforts”, and outcomes refer to 
“the effects of outputs on environmental and social conditions” (Koebele, 2015, page 64). 
Determining the outputs of collaborative efforts is usually a much easier task than evaluating 
the outcomes.  
The outputs of the CWMS process in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone include the ZIP and the 
HWRRP. The nutrient limits in these documents are a key feature, and have significant 
implications for land-use in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. However, determining the extent of 
this impact is difficult, and requires a commitment to long-term monitoring which is usually 
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very expensive. While there is plenty of evidence of collaborative process producing outputs, 
there is far less evidence of the environmental and social outcomes of these processes 
(Koebele, 2015; Koontz and Thomas, 2006). Setting limits on nutrient leaching in Canterbury 
is likely to lessen the environmental impact of land-use change such as dairy conversions and 
expansion. However, as others have noted, determining the impact these limits will have on 
environmental and social conditions will require a significant, long-term commitment to 
research and monitoring. 
An early test for the catchment-nutrient limit in the Hurunui River was the application by 
NTFE to develop Balmoral Forest into a large-scale dairy farm operation. Because a full-
scale conversion to dairy farming would result in nitrate levels in the Hurunui River being 
exceed, Hearing Commissioners declined the application. Instead, NTFE is currently only 
able to pursue a partial dairy conversion. Several Key Informants noted that the limits in the 
HWRRP were the primary reason for this occurring. It appears as though the limits in the 
HWRRP are at a level where greater development, in terms of dairy farm conversion, will be 
significantly limited. Unless improvements in GMP can create enough headroom to allow a 
greater allocation of nutrients, or limits are raised at the next plan review in 2018, large-scale 
conversions to dairy farming may be difficult to pursue. 
6.3.1.1 Translation of the ZIP into the HWRRP 
Another way of evaluating the effectiveness of the collaborative process in the Hurunui-
Waiau Zone is by investigating how well the recommendations of the ZIP were translated 
into the legally-binding plan, the HWRRP. Several Key Informants commented on how the N 
limits in the HWRRP were raised by 25 per cent from what the ZIP recommended. While 
some Key Informants did not feel that this was hugely significant, others considered it to be a 
major failure in the process. Ananda and Proctor’s (2013) example of a water minister in 
Australia who had the ‘final say’ on water management issues, and could alter the decisions 
reached through the collaborative process, echoes this. Authors have found that the political 
or institutional structure in which a collaborative process operates can constrain the 
effectiveness of that process (Ananda and Proctor, 2013; Ansell and Gash, 2008; Koebele, 
2015). The failure to adopt the N limits set in the ZIP into the HWRRP, is an example of the 
political structure overriding, or even, undermining, the output of the collaborative process. 
However, while the N limit issue was a major concern for several Key Informants, most the 
recommendations in the ZIP were included in the HWRRP. One of the most significant 
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recommendations translated into the HWRRP, was preference for certain water storage 
options in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
6.3.2 Water storage 
The different activity statuses granted to different water storage options are another output of 
the collaborative process, and also have a significant impact on how freshwater will be used 
in the zone. Each option will lead to different outcomes in terms of their effect on actual 
environmental and social conditions, but again, determining the extent of this impact will 
take several years. 
Key Informant 11 noted that the collaborative process in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone had 
produced an alternative water storage option (the Waithoi Scheme) that, while not financially 
superior, was “satisfactory” in terms of its environmental, cultural, social and economic 
outcomes. The Lake Sumner proposal had generated around 1,000 submissions, most of 
which were staunchly opposed. However, the collaborative process resulted in preference 
being given to the Waitohi option, which only resulted in around 100 submissions, most of 
which were “on detail” (Key Informant 11). Determining the long-term “outcomes” of the 
water storage options would take years to realise, but there is an early indication that the 
collaborative process has produced an outcome, or at least, an output which is more palatable 
for the community. 
However, Key Informant 2 noted that the collaborative process had yet to truly succeed in 
regards to water storage. He expressed disappointment that building of water storage 
infrastructure had yet to commence in the catchment, despite consent being granted for 
HWP’s Waithoi Scheme. 
Key Informant 10 was disappointed that the Lake Sumner option had been excluded from the 
ZIP and the HWRRP. In her mind, the collaborative process had failed this option in a way 
that the traditional RMA-style process may not have. Clearly, there are different perspectives 
about how successful the collaborative process has been regarding water storage. While some 
Key Informants were satisfied that Lake Sumner was excluded as an option from the 
HWRRP, others were disappointed that the opportunity to utilise this water storage option 





6.3.3 Improvements in Good Management Practice (GMP) 
Several Key Informants commented on the improvements being made in terms of GMP in the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone. While this cannot be directly attributed to the work of the HWZC in 
implementing the CWMS, the HWRRP requires irrigation companies to put in place 
environmental management strategies and ensure their farmers implement FEPs. Whether the 
shift to GMP would have occurred without the collaborative process is unclear, but several 
Key Informants commented on the change that occurred since the enactment of the CWMS. 
Key Informant 2 explained how, without the CWMS, the collaborative manner of working 
which enabled the MGM project to be undertaken by ECan and industry partners, would 
never have been pursued. The HWZC considers GMP improvements, especially water-use 
efficiency, to be an important aspect of freshwater management in the zone (Key Informant 
9) and the requirements in the HWRRP for irrigation companies to aspire to GMP reflect this. 
However, some Key Informants expressed concern that the drive to reduce nutrient losses 
through GMP was only occurring to enable further irrigation development to occur. Whether 
the improvements in GMP will lead to improved water quality outcomes or only, increased 
economic output, remains to be seen. 
6.3.4 The ‘ECan Act’ 
The implications of the ECan Act for freshwater management in Canterbury was a topic 
frequently discussed by Key Informants. Some Key Informants felt that the Act had allowed 
for a more efficient approach to freshwater management, and had resulted in highly-qualified 
hearing commissioners making decisions about water. Others felt that the Act diminished 
democratic processes and removed opportunities to participate in decision-making processes. 
The CWMS was devised before the ECan Act, but has been endorsed by the new 
commissioners. The ECan Act directs commissioners to have regard to recommendations 
provided by Zone Committees, but it does legally bind them to adopt these recommendations 
into plans. The lack of a legally-binding stipulation to adopt the recommendations produced 
by the collaborative process is a potential weakness to the CWMS process for managing 
freshwater in a collaborative way. The removal of the ability to challenge decisions in the 
Environment Court, as is the case anywhere else in New Zealand, makes public participation 
more difficult. Following the collaborative process of preparing a ZIP and adopting the ZIP 
into a Regional Plan, there is a certain irony that the wider public is then restricted in their 
ability to challenge the provisions of the plan. Again, as noted in the academic literature, the 
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institutional or political structure in a particular place may restrict the effectiveness of a 
collaborative process (Ananda and Proctor, 2013; Ansell and Gash, 2008; Koebele, 2015). 
6.3.5 Dryland farming 
As explained in the previous chapter, the ’10 per-cent rule’ was considered one of the major 
failures of the CMWS implementation in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. A lack of engagement 
between dryland farmers and the HWZC may have contributed to this issue going unnoticed 
at the time the ZIP was prepared, highlighting the importance of engaging with a wide range 
of stakeholders throughout the collaborative process. As Bellamy and Johnson (2000) and 
Falkenmark et al (2004) commented, effective integrated catchment management requires 
engagement with a wide range of stakeholders to thoroughly address complex resource 
management issues. Whether the lack of engagement was the fault of the HWZC or dryland 
farmers in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone was not readily apparent. Regardless, the issue was not 
identified by anyone until sometime after the HWRRP had been made operative. 
6.3.6 Summary 
Determining the effectiveness of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone is difficult, and is 
largely dependent on your perspective. In terms of environmental criteria, the collaborative 
process has made some progress, with nutrient limits being set and a water storage option 
with lesser environmental impacts being given preference in the HWRRP. In the case of 
Balmoral Forest and HWP’s Waithoi storage option, economic outcomes have been restricted 
in favour of environmental outcomes. 
 However, Key Informants still expressed concern that recreational and environmental values 
were not being addressed as effectively through the collaborative process as they might like. 
Improvements in GMP are being driven by the HWZC, but whether these improvements 
would be occurring anyway without the implementation of the CWMS cannot be determined. 
The improvements in GMP may create headroom under the nutrient limits for further 
irrigation development and dairy expansion in the zone, which would have a positive 
economic impact. However, as some Key Informants noted, this expansion may have a 
negative environmental impact and offset the improvements that GMP has caused. There was 
some indication provided by one Key Informant that the values of Māori were not being 
adequately addressed through the collaborative process, but as noted in the previous chapter, 
there was not enough evidence found to make a definitive claim about this issue. 
102 
 
6.4 Research Question Three: How is the CWMS working now compared with pre-
CWMS strategies? What has been achieved and what has changed so far in terms of the 
decision-making process? 
The way in which freshwater is managed in Canterbury has certainly changed with the 
implementation of the CWMS. Both the ‘ECan Act’, and the collaborative-model used to 
implement the CWMS mean that freshwater is now managed in a different way. Brower 
(2010) and Key Informants, noted that the ‘ECan Act’ has reduced opportunities for public 
participation and democratic decision-making. The CWMS, on the other hand, states an 
intention to increase public participation in decision-making and give the community greater 
ownership over how they manage freshwater resources in Canterbury. 
Key differences in freshwater management in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone include: limits are 
now in place in regards to flow and allocation regimes and nutrient leaching; water storage 
options are now considered in a collaborative way before entering the RMA-style hearing 
processes; improvements in GMP are now recognized as a vital intervention for addressing 
water quality concerns and allowing further development to occur; and, the HWZC discuss a 
wide range of issues and values prior to the development of Regional Plans, including but not 
limited to, the above issues. Prior to the CWMS, ECan developed plans and then notified 
them for public comment. Now, public participation is at the front end of the process. 
However, as Memon et al (2012) noted, the CWMS process is a “lesser model” of the 
collaborative governance model that is commonly understood in academic literature. These 
findings were confirmed during Key Informant interviews, with the view expressed that the 
CWMS process was “watered-down” collaboration. While the approach to freshwater 
management has certainly changed in Canterbury, examples from the Hurunui-Waiau Zone 
such as the raising of nutrient limits from the ZIP to the HWRRP, illustrate how the 
collaborative model is not as strong as it could be. 
Significant progress that has been achieved is that flow allocations and nutrient limits are 
now in place in the Hurunui River. The CWMS Targets Progress Reports 2015 summarizes 
the progress that has been made in this area as “achieved” (ECan, 2015). The drive to ensure 
farmers are operating at GMP, implementing FEPs, and undertaking nutrient budgeting using 
tools such as Overseer, is a significant step towards environmental improvement. However, 
the drive to irrigate more land in Canterbury and grow the regional and national economy 
through the expansion of the dairy industry may negate or outweigh the progress that is being 
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made in terms of environmental outcomes. Only time, in tandem with exhaustive monitoring, 
will provide an answer to this question.  
There are certainly positive signs – a recognition has emerged that improvement is needed in 
farming practices and limits are an essential component to maintaining or improving water 
quality, and the collaborative process in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone is helping drive this. The 
PCE’s (2015) report on changing land-use and water quality paints a reasonably bleak 
picture, however, that even with significant improvements in management practice, water 
quality is not likely to improve while the dairy industry expands. Perspectives about the 
progress that has been made under the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone were both 
optimistic and pessimistic, and largely reflect the different interests of Key Informants.  
6.5 Research Question Four: What are the key priorities for the future development of 
the CWMS in the Hurunui District? 
The success and progress, or otherwise, of the HWZC in implementing the CWMS has been 
explored. With a review of the HWRRP due in 2018, it is important to identify what are the 
priorities for the future development of the CWMS. Key areas identified are: the balance of 
the HWZC; nutrient limits and water storage options, and the ability for water storage to 
provide security against drought conditions; the drive to get farmers operating at GMP; and 
continued engagement with a wide range of stakeholders, for example dryland farmers, to 
avoid issues like the ’10 per-cent rule’ problem from occurring in the future. 
6.5.1 Is the balance of the HWZC appropriate? 
Several Key Informants commented on the balance of the HWZC. Some considered it to be 
appropriate, while others felt that it was unbalanced in the favour of farming interests. There 
is a clear dominance in the HWZC of farming interests, most of its members are farmers. 
There is a Rūnanga representative and some representation of environmental interests, but the 
majority of members are from a farming background. Some Key Informants commented that, 
because the Hurunui-Waiau is a very rural zone, this is appropriate. However, a wider 
representation of different interests may be necessary to reduce the scepticism and 
disillusionment that some, especially those from environmental groups, have towards the 
CWMS process. As Bellamy and Johnson (2000) and Falkenmark et al (2004) note, effective 
integrated resource management requires involvement of a wide range of stakeholders. 
Whether the range of stakeholders involved in the HWZC is wide enough was a common 
concern for several Key Informants, notably those with environmental interests. Efforts 
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should be made in the future to ensure the balance of the HWZC, and other Zone Committees 
in Canterbury, are not balanced too heavily in favour of farming interests. However, still 
recognizing that farming interests have a very significant role to play in the collaborative 
process is important. 
6.5.2 Plan review HWRRP and ZIP Addendum 
With the HWRRP due for review in 2018, the HWZC will prepare a ZIP Addendum. This is 
a set of further recommendations to ECan about the content of the HWRRP, an extension of 
the work they have already undertaken preparing the original ZIP. Some of the key areas of 
consideration for this process are discussed below. 
6.5.2.1 Nutrient limits 
The raising of nutrient limits from the original ZIP in the HWRRP in 2013 was a source of 
major discontent for several Key Informants. Whether these limits will be raised (it is 
unlikely that they will be lowered, given the catchment is very nearly at its capacity for N 
load) remains to be seen. Determining appropriate P and N load limits should be done with 
great care and rigorous consultation with a wide range of stakeholders. To keep the limits at 
their current level would signal a commitment to environmental maintenance and 
improvement, while raising the limits would likely allow for further development and 
economic growth. Whichever way the HWZC decides to go, consultation should occur with 
as many members of the community as possible, not just those sitting around the Zone 
Committee table. This is likely to be an exhausting and time-consuming process. 
6.5.2.2 Water storage and drought resilience 
The ZIP addendum provides an opportunity for the HWZC to re-evaluate their preferences 
for water storage options in the zone. After thorough community consultation, the Lake 
Sumner option was excluded in the first ZIP and preference given to a Waitohi Valley storage 
option. As noted, this has yet to proceed. A reason for this might be that it is not as 
economically attractive as the Lake Sumner option. Several Key Informants commented that 
they thought Lake Sumner was an option worth revisiting. The author here has no personal 
preference for a water storage option, but would encourage the HWZC to consider all options 
for the ZIP addendum. More information about the environmental impacts of the different 
options should be sought to further inform the Zone Committee about what the best option is. 
Whether Lake Sumner could be utilised for “water quality outcomes” (Key Informant 6) 
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needs to be thoroughly investigated and proven. And, should only be pursued if the viability 
of other schemes, such as the Waitohi, is seriously questionable due to affordability. 
However, the author recommends that if the main reason for providing water storage in the 
zone is to increase irrigation and expand the dairy industry, further funding should be sought 
from Central Government, who have clearly signalled a desire to expand. 
As several Key Informants noted, drought conditions in North Canterbury have been 
catastrophic in recent years. Water storage should not be considered only as a means to 
increase irrigation for the sake of expanding the dairy industry, but as an alleviating 
mechanism for the hardship suffered by farmers during drought conditions. Reports by 
NIWA (2011) indicate that conditions in this part of the country are likely to get warmer and 
drier if climate change continues to occur as predicted. If drought conditions such as those 
that have been experienced in recent years occur again, it will be necessary to provide some 
security to people whose livelihoods depend on utilising the land and water. Again, funding 
for this could be provided by Central Government, given the contribution that farmers make 
to the national economy. 
6.5.2.3 Continue to strive for GMP 
As noted by authors such as Monaghan et al (2007) and Duncan (2014) many farmers in 
Canterbury are aware of water quality problems caused by nutrient losses and are taking steps 
to address this. Several Key Informants commented on the improvements being made in this 
area and the drive towards GMP that was occurring in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. AIC, the 
largest irrigation company in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, has shown a significant dedication to 
ensuring all of its farmers are operating at GMP. Their Irrigation Scheme Management Plan 
outlines how the company aims to achieve GMP and improve their environmental 
performance. The HWRRP requires irrigation collectives to have these plans in place. The 
HWZC should continue to drive the move towards GMP. The use of FEPs and nutrient 
budgeting should continue to be encouraged. The ZIP addendum and HWRRP plan review 
should not weaken the commitment to GMP, and if possible, strengthen the requirement for 
farmers to achieve it. If the irrigated land area is to increase and dairy expansion is to occur in 
the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, improvements in management practice and environmental 





6.5.3 Engagement with dryland farmers important 
The ‘10 per-cent rule’ issue, which caused dryland farmers to be put at a great disadvantage, 
highlights the problems that can occur from a lack of engagement in the collaborative 
decision-making process. As previously noted, effective integrated catchment management 
requires engagement with a wide range of stakeholders (Bellamy and Johnson, 2000; 
Falkenmark et al, 2004). In the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, this means that engaging with irrigated 
dairy farmers is not the only thing the HWZC should focus on. Dryland farmers have now 
formed a collective, and appear to be engaging more actively in the CWMS process. No 
blame can be attached to either the HWZC or dryland farmers for the ‘10-per cent rule’ issue, 
because it was something that was, quite simply, never noticed by anybody until it was too 
late. However, it may have been avoided had more rigorous consultation occurred in the 
preparation of the original ZIP and development of the HWRRP. The HWZC should continue 
to ensure it engages with a wide range of stakeholders in the zone, recognizing that 
freshwater issues have implications for a vast range of land-uses. 
6.6 Summary 
This chapter has discussed the results of the Key Informant interviews in relation to academic 
literature and addressed the four main research questions. The motivation for adopting the 
CWMS is well-established and has been confirmed by the results of the research. The 
effectiveness of the collaborative process in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone has been discussed, 
determining that the CWMS has been reasonably effective, but potentially constrained by 
political structure and the lack of legally-binding authority that the HWZC possesses. The 
way in which freshwater is managed differently has been outlined, highlighting the key 
differences in the collaborative approach compared to the traditional RMA approach. And 
finally, future priorities for the implementation of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone 









This research has investigated the implementation and progress of the CWMS in the 
Hurunui-Waiau Zone of Canterbury. Collaborative approaches to natural resource 
management are popular in academic literature, and are an increasingly common response to 
address complex environmental issues. The CWMS is an example of collaborative resource 
management, or integrated catchment management, and was devised to address highly-
contested freshwater management issues in Canterbury. 
The previous two chapters have presented the main findings from Key Informant interviews 
and the significance of these in relation to academic literature. The four research questions 
have been addressed in relation to these findings. Key findings from the research include: 
• The collaborative approach to freshwater management emerged in Canterbury as a 
response to a dissatisfaction with the outcomes produced by the RMA-style of 
resource management. 
• A wide range of perspectives about the implementation of the CWMS in the Hurunui-
Waiau Zone were presented. Some Key Informants felt that the collaborative 
approach being followed was a fair process, while others were concerned that the 
process favoured farming and development interests over other interests. 
• Some Key Informants were happy with how the collaborative process had allowed 
more environmentally acceptable water storage options to be pursued, rather than the 
Lake Sumner dam proposal. However, others felt the Lake Sumner option was still 
the best option and that the collaborative process had not necessarily succeeded in 
regards to water storage. However, it was agreed upon by several Key Informants that 
new water storage infrastructure was important to provide security against drought 
conditions for farmers in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. 
• An encouraging development in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone was the shift towards GMP 
and improved environmental performance from farmers. Given the degraded quality 
of many waterways in Canterbury (PCE, 2015), ensuring that efforts are made to limit 
the environmental impact of farming is vitally important. 
• Some Key Informants expressed dissatisfaction at how the recommendations of the 
HWZC’s first ZIP were not completely reflected in the HWRRP. Others, however, 
commented that this wasn’t necessarily a major issue. To ensure that the collaborative 
model remains a relevant tool in resource management in Canterbury, it is important 
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that future outputs of the collaborative process are adequately translated into legally-
binding plans. However, as one Key Informant noted, there were now limits set on 
nutrient discharges, which was a significant improvement from no limits at all, which 
was once the case. There is a clear acknowledgment from a wide range of 
stakeholders about the impact of certain land-uses (i.e. irrigated dairy farming) on the 
natural environment and the pressing need to address this impact. 
• The significance of the ECan Act was frequently commented on by Key Informants. 
In many ways, it restricts opportunities for public participation in resource 
management in Canterbury and concerns were expressed that the Act was a tool for 
facilitating large-scale irrigation development in the Region. However, some Key 
Informants noted that there are positive aspects to the exercise of the Act, such as the 
presence of new, highly qualified Hearing Commissioners. With ECan soon to begin a 
transition back to an elected Regional Council, it will be interesting to see how the 
CWMS progresses under a different governance arrangement. 
• In the Hurunui-Waiau Zone, dryland farmers have experienced some difficulty with 
the CWMS and the ‘10 per-cent rule’ relating to nutrient discharges. This has 
highlighted the importance of engaging with a wide-range of different stakeholders 
through the collaborative process, not only irrigated dairy farmers. 
• The CWMS process has allowed for different stakeholders to learn about a wide range 
of different values but there is still clear differences in opinion about a range of issues, 
highlighting the highly-contested nature of freshwater management in Canterbury. 
Depending on whether your focus is on economic or environmental factors, opinions 
about most facets of freshwater management differ significantly. In many cases, the 
‘environment versus economy’ debate can be clearly observed. 
7.1 Recommendations 
Several recommendations have emerged from the research findings and will now be 
presented. 
7.1.1 Recommendation One: Strengthen the requirement for ECan commissioners to 
adopt the recommendations of Zone Committees 
Several Key Informants noted that the recommendations of the HWZC were not legally-
binding on ECan, who had the ‘final say’ about what went into the HWRRP. Academic 
literature also notes that this is potential weakness of collaborative resource management 
processes. To ensure that the CWMS remains as a relevant and important tool for freshwater 
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management, there needs to be some certainty that their work will be translated into legally-
binding rules. A stronger requirement for Commissioners to adopt the recommendations of 
Zone Committees should be enacted. 
7.1.2 Recommendation Two: Continue to engage with a wide and diverse range of 
stakeholders in relation to freshwater management issues 
Issues such as the ‘10 per-cent rule’ highlight the need to engage with a wide range of 
different stakeholders in freshwater management. Zone Committees should continue to make 
significant efforts to ensure that a wide range of views are addressed continually throughout 
CWMS processes. 
7.1.3 Recommendation Three: Increase environmental monitoring 
To ensure that appropriate limits are set in Canterbury rivers for environmental improvement, 
monitoring should be increased. Environmental monitoring is important to understand the 
relationship between land-use change and environmental conditions, and increasing 
monitoring will only strengthen this understanding. The collaborative model needs to be 
backed up by rigorous and accurate science to ensure that well-informed decisions are 
reached. 
7.1.4 Recommendation Four: Continue to strive for Good Management Practice (GMP) 
The shift to GMP in Canterbury is encouraging, as farmers acknowledge the impact of their 
respective land-uses and take steps to reduce their environmental footprint. This shift should 
continue to be driven through the collaborative process, and where possible, given statutory 
backing. FEPs and nutrient budget modelling should be developed and strengthened. 
Ensuring that all farmers are pursuing GMP in Canterbury is an absolutely vital step towards 
achieving effective freshwater management in the Region. 
7.1.5 Recommendation Five: Water storage options for the Hurunui-Waiau Zone 
Water storage options should continue to be investigated rigorously. Determining the ‘best’ 
option for water storage needs to be backed up by high-quality evidence. Water storage 
should not be made available solely to facilitate the expansion of irrigated dairy farming, but 
should be considered as a necessary intervention to provide security to farmers against 
drought conditions. Given the recent droughts in North Canterbury and their devastating 
effects, new water storage infrastructure may have a significant role to play in addressing this 
issue. If the views of several Key Informants are accurate, further research may be necessary 
to determine the impact of a Lake Sumner water storage option. However, as noted, proposals 
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with high environmental impacts should not be pursued solely to allow for the expansion of 
the dairy industry. 
7.2 Priorities for future research 
Future research on the progress of the CWMS in any of the ten zones in Canterbury should 
engage with an even wider range of stakeholders than this research. Gauging the 
effectiveness of the collaborative process will be made easier by interviewing more people 
involved with the strategy’s implementation. If more time and resources had been available, a 
much greater number of Key Informants would have been interviewed. A limiting factor of 
this research was the lack of Māori perspectives around the CWMS process in the Hurunui-
Waiau Zone. Future research should investigate this. 
Long-term environmental monitoring is also necessary to continue to assess freshwater 
quality in Canterbury. Future research should continue to investigate freshwater quality and 
its relationship to land-use change. The effectiveness of improvements in GMP and the 
impact these have on the natural environment should also continue to be researched. 
Several Key Informants noted that new water storage infrastructure could help provide 
security to farmers against drought conditions in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. If the Waitohi 
scheme is not going to proceed, thorough investigations should continue to assess the 
suitability of different water storage options and how they could alleviate the impacts of 
drought. 
7.3 Final statement 
This research has investigated the progress of the CWMS in the Hurunui-Waiau Zone. A 
wide range of perspectives were shared about the collaborative process. While some felt that 
the CWMS is proving to be an effective means of managing freshwater in Canterbury, others 
held concerns about whether the collaborative process was fair and balanced for all parties 
involved. Despite these concerns, there are some encouraging signs in the Hurunui-Waiau 
Zone. The shift to GMP is associated with a growing recognition that environmental 
performance in farming needs to be significantly improved. Limits on nutrient discharges are 
now in place, but only time will tell whether these will be altered when the HWRRP is 
reviewed. While water storage infrastructure is yet to be established, the decision to favour 
the Waitohi option over a Lake Sumner option shows that the collaborative process does take 
account of a wide range of values, not just economic priorities. This research has highlighted 
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how contentious freshwater management can be, and how many different perspectives are 
involved. 
While there are some concerns about the effectiveness of the CWMS process in the Hurunui-
Waiau Zone, progress has been achieved. It is important that the collaborative process in 
Canterbury continues to integrate a wide range of values and perspectives to achieve 
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Appendix A: Information Sheet and Consent Form 
 
 
Planning for water management in Canterbury- is the Canterbury Water 
Management Strategy (CWMS) the best way forward? 
 
INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS 
 
Thank you for showing an interest in this project.  Please read this information sheet carefully before 
deciding whether or not to participate.  If you decide to participate, thank you.  If you decide not to take part 
there will be no disadvantage to you and I thank you for considering the request.   
 
What is the Aim of the Project? 
This Masters of Planning thesis seeks to examine water management and planning in Canterbury, 
focussing on the progress of the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS). With Canterbury 
having 70% of the country’s irrigated farmland, the pressure on the region’s water resources is 
significant. Concerns about water quality and quantity in the region have been growing for many years. 
The CWMS is an attempt by Environment Canterbury (ECAN) to address these issues through a 
region-wide, integrated, and collaborative process. 10 different zones within the Canterbury region are 
implementing the CWMS and each zone is at a different stage of progress. This research will 
investigate the Hurunui-Waiau zone, and examine its progress under the CWMS. The research will 
investigate how well the CWMS is working so far and how different water user groups (e.g. farmers, 
environmentalists, council, Māori groups) are experiencing the process. Key priorities for the future 
development and implementation of the strategy will be identified. 
 
Research Questions 
5. What was the motivation for the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) and what are its 
key features? 
6. Is the collaborative approach that is now being used under the CWMS proving to be an effective 
means of managing water in Canterbury? 
7. How is the CWMS working now compared with pre-CWMS strategies? What has been achieved and 
what has changed so far in terms of the decision-making process? 
8. What are the key priorities for the future development of the CWMS in the Hurunui District? 
What types of participants are being sought? 
Data will be collected through a series of semi-structured interviews with key informants. There will 
be a range of different interests represented across the key informants (e.g. farmers, environmentalists, 
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Māori groups, council, and recreationalists). Members of the Hurunui-Waiau zone committee (the 
group responsible for overseeing the implementation of the CWMS in the zone) will be interviewed. 
 
What will participants be asked to do? 
Semi-structured interviews with key informants will last for 30 minutes to an hour. The interviews will take 
the form of an open discussion, following a line of open-ended questions. Some of these questions will be 
pre-determined and others will emerge as the discussion progresses. Key informants will not be expected to 
answer any question that they are not comfortable with. If a key informant desires to remain anonymous, 
every attempt will be made to preserve anonymity. 
 
What data or information will be collected and what use will be made of it? 
The data sought is the opinions and perspectives of a range of different stakeholders involved and/or 
interested in water management planning in Canterbury. The data will be collected in semi-structured 
interviews and recorded on a dictaphone to be transcribed and analysed by the researcher. Once analysed, 
parts of the data will be included in the results section of the final thesis. 
 
In the event that the line of questioning does develop in such a way that you feel hesitant or uncomfortable 
you are reminded of your right to decline to answer any particular question(s).  
 
The data collected will be securely stored for up to 5 years in such a way that only those mentioned below 
will be able to gain access to it.  At the end of the project any personal information will be destroyed 
immediately, except that, as required by the University's research policy, any raw data on which the results 
of the project depend will be retained in secure storage for five years, after which it will be destroyed. 
 
Reasonable precautions will be taken to protect and then later destroy data gathered by email.  However, 
the security of electronically transmitted information cannot be guaranteed.   
 
Can participants change their mind and withdraw from the project? 
You may withdraw from participation in the project at any time and without any disadvantage to 
yourself. 
 
What if participants have any questions? 




Masters of Planning, Department of Geography 
University of Otago 
Phone: 027-523-9018 





Professor J.A.(Tony) Binns 
Department of Geography 
University of Otago 
PO Box 56  
Dunedin 9054 
Email: jab@geography.otago.ac.nz 
Telephone: (03) 479 5356 
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This study has been approved by the Department stated above. However, if you have any concerns 
about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the University of Otago Human Ethics 
Committee through the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (ph. 03 479-8256). Any issues you 





Planning for water management in Canterbury- is the Canterbury Water Management 
Strategy the best way forward? 
 
CONSENT FORM FOR   
PARTICIPANTS 
 
I have read the Information Sheet concerning this project and understand what it is about.  All my 
questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I understand that I am free to request further 
information at any stage. I am aware that: - 
 
1. My participation in the project is entirely voluntary. 
 
2. I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any disadvantage. 
 
3. I am aware of the nature and extent of my involvement in this research project and that 
the interview will take approximately thirty minutes to an hour of my time. 
 
4. Personal identifying information contained in audio recordings will be destroyed at the 
conclusion of the project but any raw data on which the results of the project depend 
will be retained in secure storage for at least five years. 
 
5. This project involves an open-questioning technique. The questions will relate to the 
Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) and issues around water 
management in the Hurunui-Waiau zone. The precise nature of the questions which 
will be asked has not been determined in advance, but will depend on the way in which 
the interview develops. In the event that the line of questioning develops in such a way 
that I feel hesitant or uncomfortable I may decline to answer any particular question(s) 
and/or may withdraw from the project without any disadvantage of any kind. 
 
6. There are no known risks to participating in this study. 
 
7. There is no remuneration for participating in this study. 
 
8. The results of the project may be published in an academic journal. Every attempt will 
be made to preserve my anonymity if I chose to remain anonymous. 
 
9. I grant / do not grant* permission to allow the researcher to audio record my 
interview (*please circle). 
 
10. I grant / do not grant* permission to allow the researcher to use my identity  
(* please circle). 
 
I agree to take part in this project. 
 
 
.............................................................................   ............................... 
       (Signature of participant)     (Date) 
 
.............................................................................  (Printed Name) 
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Appendix B: Ethics Approval 
 
 
Form Updated: November 2015 
UNIVERSITY OF OTAGO HUMAN ETHICS COMMITTEE 
APPLICATION FORM: CATEGORY B 
(Departmental Approval) 
 
University of Otago staff member responsible for project: 





Contact details of staff member responsible 
 Professor J.A.(Tony) Binns 
Department of Geography 
University of Otago 




Title of project: 
Planning for water management in Canterbury - is the Canterbury Water Management Strategy 
(CWMS) the best way forward? 
 
Projected Start Date of Project: 
1st June, 2016 
Indicate the type of Project and names of other investigators and students 
The student research will be conducted by: 
Dan Benny (MPlan candidate) 
 
When will recruitment and data collection commence? 
1st June, 2016 
When will data collection be completed? 
30th June, 2016 
Brief description in lay terms of the aim of the project, and outline of the research questions that will be 
answered 
 
Aim: This Masters of Planning thesis seeks to examine water management and planning in 
Canterbury, focussing on the progress of the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS). With 
Canterbury having 70% of the country’s irrigated farmland, the pressure on the region’s water 
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resources is significant. Concerns about water quality and quantity in the region have been growing 
for many years. The CWMS is an attempt by Environment Canterbury (ECAN) to address these 
issues through a region-wide, integrated, and collaborative process. 10 different zones within the 
Canterbury region are implementing the CWMS and each zone is at a different stage of progress. This 
research will investigate the Hurunui-Waiau zone, and examine its progress under the CWMS. The 
research will investigate how well the CWMS is working so far and how different water user groups 
(e.g. farmers, environmentalists, council, Māori groups) are experiencing the process. Key priorities 





1.) What was the motivation for the Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS) and what 
are its key features? 
2.) Is the collaborative approach that is now being used under the CWMS proving to be an 
effective means of managing water in Canterbury? 
3.) How is the CWMS working now compared with pre-CWMS strategies? What has been 
achieved and what has changed so far in terms of the decision-making process? 
4.) What are the key priorities for the future development of the CWMS in the Hurunui District? 
 
Brief description of the method 
 
Data will be collected through a series of semi-structured interviews with key informants. 
There will be a range of different interests represented across the key informants e.g. farmers, 
environmentalists, Māori groups, council, recreationalists. Members of the region’s zone 
committees (the group responsible for overseeing the implementation of the CWMS in a 
particular zone) will be interviewed. 
 
Key informants will be selected largely through ‘snowball sampling’ methods, following 
informal interviews/conversations with a.) the researcher’s father who has several contacts in 
Canterbury including farmers and ECAN staff and, b.) Professor Bryan Jenkins at the 
University of Canterbury, who has published several articles about water management in 
Canterbury and the CWMS. 
 
Semi-structured interviews with key informants will last for 30 minutes to an hour. An 
information sheet will be provided to key informants before beginning the interview which 
will explain the aims of the project and how the data collected will be used. 
 
The data will be used for the purposes of the research and the aims as outlined above. Data will 
be stored securely in the Richardson Building for no longer than 5 years and later destroyed in 
accordance with University of Otago procedures. 
 
 




Key informants will be given the option to remain anonymous if desired. In some cases, such 
as interviews with council, participants will be asked to speak from the perspective of their 
organizational role and not from their individual perspective. Even in this instance, participants 
will be given the option to remain anonymous.  
 
Key informants will be assured that their personal views will be represented accurately in the 
research. Participants will also be informed that they have the right to withdraw from an 
interview at any stage, that data included in the thesis will not be associated with the names of 
any individuals, and that all data will be stored as outlined above. 
 
 
*Applicant's Signature:   ............................................................................. 
Name (please print): ………………………………………………………. 
 Date:  ................................ 
*The signatory should be the staff member detailed at Question 1. 
ACTION TAKEN 
 Approved by HOD Approved by Departmental Ethics Committee 
 Referred to UO Human Ethics Committee 
 
Signature of **Head of Department:.......................................................................... 
Name of HOD (please print): ………………………………………………………. 
 Date:..................................................... 
**Where the Head of Department is also the Applicant, then an appropriate senior staff member must 
sign on behalf of the Department or School. 
Departmental approval: I have read this application and believe it to be valid research and ethically sound.  
I approve the research design.  The research proposed in this application is compatible with the University of 
Otago policies and I give my approval and consent for the application to be forwarded to the University of 
Otago Human Ethics Committee (to be reported to the next meeting). 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: As soon as this proposal has been considered and approved at departmental level, the 
completed form, together with copies of any Information Sheet, Consent Form, recruitment advertisement 
for participants, and survey or questionnaire should be forwarded to the Manager, Academic Committees 
or the Academic Committees Administrator, Academic Committees, Rooms G22, or G26, Ground Floor, 
Clocktower Building, or scanned and emailed to either gary.witte@otago.ac.nz. or 
jane.hinkley@otago.ac.nz 
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